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The Cold War research has recently experienced a change from the traditional perspective of 
confrontation and conflict to the interdisciplinary and dynamic study of its spaces, places and 
identities. The so-called spatial turn acts as a starting point of this Master’s Thesis. It investi-
gates the perspectives of Milan Kundera and Václav Havel regarding their space and spatial 
relations with their eastern and western “others”. Mental mappings of the Cold War space and 
places take priority over geopolitical concreteness with a strict focus on borders. The objective 
of this research is to analyse the concepts of victimhood and fate in relation to the demarcations 
in European space as narrated by the two Czechoslovakian dissidents.  
 
The source material comprises a variety of primary sources by Kundera and Havel published 
between 1968 and 1989. It includes a combination of novels, essays, plays, speeches and inter-
views, which reflect the four key themes of this research: the historiographical debates on East-
ern and Central Europes, and the interwoven concepts of victimhood and fate. The primary ma-
terial is supported with centrally relevant secondary literature such as book reviews and biog-
raphies. The methods are based on the historiographical debates as well as a theoretical 
framework combining both post-colonial and post-structural traditions. Instead of being a full-
scale literature analysis, this thesis seeks to analyse the authors’ modes of perceiving and de-
scribing the hierarchies in the Eastern European space in the four different but interrelated cate-
gories, which follow the key themes of this research.   
 
This study shows that Milan Kundera approached the East with a great antipathy and an orien-
talist tone, whereas Václav Havel merely positioned himself against the totalitarian ideology, 
which forced him to live in a lie. Central Europe provided Kundera a way of escaping from the 
Eastern stigma, but he did not construe it as a unified political space. Instead, he sought to re-
vive its culture and identity, which were on the verge of being forgotten. Václav Havel, on the 
contrary, did not regard Central Europe as a necessary or even a realistic concept. Both authors 
underlined their victimhood by the Eastern oppression as well as by the Western indifference; 
nevertheless, Havel regarded the Czechoslovaks simultaneously as victims and perpetrators. 
Kundera highlighted the ancient fate of the Czech nation, which Havel opposed by stressing the 
courage to face the difficult issues of the present rather than persistently reminiscing the fateful 
events of the past.    
 
Results of this research demonstrate that the dissident movement in Czechoslovakia was by no 
means a homogeneous one and disharmony existed despite shared ideological backgrounds. 
Kundera lived freely in exile and idealised his relationship both to his old homeland and to the 
West. Havel contemplated his relations to the others more realistically, which to a large extent 
was caused by the self-censorship under the communist system.  
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Kylmän sodan tutkimus on viime vuosina muuttunut perinteisestä vastakkainasettelun ja konflik-
tin näkökulmasta tieteidenväliseksi ja dynaamiseksi tilojen, paikkojen ja identiteettien tarkaste-
luksi. Niin kutsuttu tilallinen käänne on tämän pro gradu -tutkimuksen lähtökohta. Tutkimus ottaa 
selvää Milan Kunderan ja Václav Havelin näkökulmista tilaan ja tilallisiin suhteisiin sekä idän että 
lännen toiseuden välissä. Kylmän sodan tilojen ja paikkojen mielikuvakartat ovat tutkimuksessa 
etusijalla verrattuna konkreettisiin geopoliittisiin kysymyksiin, joissa painotetaan rajojen merkittä-
vyyttä. Tutkielman tavoite on analysoida näiden kahden tšekkoslovakialaisen toisinajattelijan 
käsityksiä uhriutumisesta ja kohtalosta suhteessa eurooppalaisen tilan rajauksiin.   
 
Tutkielman pääasiallinen lähdeaineisto koostuu Kunderan ja Havelin kirjallisesta tuotannosta 
vuosien 1968 ja 1989 välillä. Alkuperäislähteet sisältävät romaaneja, esseitä, näytelmiä, puheita 
ja haastatteluja, joissa tutkimukseni pääteemat ovat keskeisesti esillä: monisyinen historiankirjoi-
tus Itä-Euroopasta ja Keski-Euroopasta sekä niihin olennaisesti liittyvät uhriutumisen ja kohtalon 
käsitteet. Alkuperäisaineistoa tukee keskeinen sekundaariaineisto, kuten kirja-arvostelut ja elä-
mänkerrat. Tutkimuksen metodit perustuvat historiografiseen debattiin sekä postkolonialismia ja 
poststrukturalismia yhdistävään teoreettiseen viitekehykseen. Tutkielma ei tähtää perusteelli-
seen kirjallisuusanalyysiin, vaan se pyrkii selvittämään kirjailijoiden tapoja käsittää ja kuvailla 
itäeurooppalaisen tilan hierarkioita neljässä erillisessä mutta toisiinsa kytkeytyvässä kategorias-
sa, jotka mukailevat tutkimuksen pääteemoja.  
 
Tutkimus osoittaa Milan Kunderan suhtautuneen itään vihamielisesti ja kuvanneen sitä orientaa-
liseen sävyyn Václav Havelin taas asettuessa vastustamaan neuvostoaikaista totalitaarista ideo-
logiaa, joka pakotti hänet elämään valheessa. Keski-Eurooppa tarjosi Kunderalle mahdollisuu-
den paeta itää leimaavasta häpeästä, vaikkei hän pyrkinytkään luomaan siitä yhtenäistä poliittis-
ta tilaa. Sen sijaan hän halusi elvyttää keskieurooppalaisen kulttuurin ja identiteetin, jotka olivat 
vaarassa tulla unohdetuiksi. Václav Havel päinvastoin ei pitänyt Keski-Eurooppaa tarpeellisena 
tai edes realistisena käsitteenä. Molemmat toisinajattelijat kokivat tulleensa niin idän sorron kuin 
lännen välinpitämättömyyden uhreiksi, vaikka Havel käsittikin, että tšekkoslovakialaiset olivat 
samanaikaisesti järjestelmän uhreja ja rikollisia. Kundera korosti Tšekin kansakunnan vuosisato-
ja vanhaa kohtaloa Euroopan keskiössä, mitä Havel kovasti arvosteli. Hänen mielestään tärke-
ämpää olisi ollut rohkeus kohdata senhetkiset vaikeat ongelmat kuin muistella menneisyyden 
kohtalokkaita tapahtumia.     
 
Tutkimustulokset paljastavat, ettei toisinajattelijoiden liike Tšekkoslovakiassa ollut homogeeni-
nen, vaan ristiriidat olivat olemassa yhteisistä ideologisista taustoista huolimatta. Kundera eli 
vapaasti maanpaossa Ranskassa ja idealisoi suhdettaan sekä vanhaan kotimaahansa että län-
teen. Havel tarkasteli suhdettansa muihin realistisemmin, mikä johtui suureksi osaksi itsesen-
suurista kommunistisen valtakoneiston alistamana.   
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1. INTRODUCTION	  
	  	  
[…]	  we	  continue	  to	  live	  that	  same	  national	  history	  with	  its	  “eternal”	  di-­‐
lemma,	  with	  its	  perpetual	  tension	  between	  alliance	  and	  autonomy,	  with	  
a	  sovereignty	  for	  which	  we	  perpetually	  struggle	  and	  which	  we	  perpetu-­‐
ally	  approach	  yet	  never	  attain	  […]	  
	  	  	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Milan	  Kundera,	  “Czech	  Destiny”)	  
	  
	  
We	  are	  unworthy	  of	  attention	  because	  we	  have	  no	  stories,	  and	  no	  death;	  
we	  have	  only	  asthma.	  
	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Václav	  Havel,	  “Stories	  and	  Totalitarianism”)	  	  	  Nineteen	  sixty-­‐eight	  is	  not	  just	  any	  year	  in	  the	  history	  of	  East-­‐Central	  Europe,	  but	  that	   year	   in	   particular	   comprises	   an	   endless	   amount	   of	   meanings,	   feelings	   and	  memories.	   Nineteen	   eighty-­‐nine	   presents	   yet	   another	   turning	   point	   of	   this	   trou-­‐bled	  and	  destined	  region,	  which	   lived	  and	  resisted	  under	   the	  communist	  rule	   for	  more	  than	  four	  decades.	  In	  Czechoslovakia,	  the	  communists	  were	  ready	  to	  surren-­‐der	   power	   after	   the	   initial	   push	   by	   the	   Velvet	   Revolution	   in	  November	   1989.	   In	  fact,	  unlike	  in	  the	  neighbouring	  East	  Germany,	  Poland	  and	  Hungary,	  in	  Czechoslo-­‐vakia	  the	  political	  job	  of	  getting	  rid	  of	  Communism	  was	  already	  over	  after	  ten	  days	  (Keane	  2000).	  In	  both	  1968	  and	  1989	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals	  were	  in	  the	  fore-­‐front	  of	   the	   transforming	  events.	  They	  sacrificed	   their	  artistic	   and	  personal	   free-­‐doms	  for	  the	  tight	  restrictions	  by	  the	  regime	  and	  spoke	  out	  for	  the	  sufferings	  these	  had	  caused.	  	  	  The	  quotations	  above	  have	  been	  chosen	  from	  two	  of	  the	  most	  outspoken	  resisting	  intellectuals	   of	   Czechoslovakia	   under	   the	   communist	   rule.	  With	   a	   number	   of	   na-­‐tionally	  and	   internationally	  published	   fictional	  and	   factual	  works,	  Milan	  Kundera	  (b.	   1929)	   and	  Václav	  Havel	   (1936–2011)	   took	   actively	  part	   in	   the	  debate	  on	   the	  past,	  present	  and	   future	  of	   the	   lands	   in	   the	  middle,	  which	  were	   located	  between	  Germany	   and	   Russia,	   between	   Western	   capitalism	   and	   Soviet	   socialism.	   In	   this	  Master’s	   thesis,	   my	   intention	   is	   to	   examine	   collections	   of	   novels,	   essays,	   plays,	  speeches	   and	   interviews	   of	   these	   authors	   in	   1968–1989.	   Through	  my	   analysis,	   I	  will	   seek	   to	   illustrate	   the	  narratives	  of	   the	  authors	  on	   two	  core	  concepts,	  victim-­‐
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hood	  and	   fate,	  with	  close	   relation	   to	   the	  nation’s	   troublesome	  geographical	  posi-­‐tion	  sandwiched	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West.	  	  	  
1.1. Background	  and	  Motivation	  for	  Research	  	  	  Sari	  Autio-­‐Sarasmo	  and	  Katalin	  Miklóssy	  (2011:	  2)	  claim	  in	  their	  recent	  book	  Reas-­‐
sessing	  Cold	  War	  Europe	  that	   “[…]	   as	   far	   as	   the	   current	   scholarship	   is	   concerned,	  the	  Cold	  War	  world	  remains	  divided	   in	   two	  blocs,	  and	  confrontation	  and	  conflict	  are	   its	   main	   characterizing	   features”.	   In	   this	   contribution,	   however,	   the	   authors	  take	  a	  unique	  approach	  to	  assessing	  the	  relations	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West.	  Their	  main	  argument	  is	  that	  the	  East-­‐West	  relations	  were	  not	  exclusively	  based	  on	  the	  basic	  assumption	  of	  confrontation	  but	  also	  on	  collaboration	  and	  vivid	  interac-­‐tion.	  The	  change	  in	  focus	  of	  Cold	  War	  research	  from	  the	  traditional	  realpolitik	  line	  of	  thought	  to	  the	  critical	  approach	  is	  also	  the	  starting	  point	  of	  my	  research.1	  	  	  	  The	  framework,	  which	  this	  research	  is	  built	  on,	  is	  what	  scholars	  have	  recognised	  as	  the	  “spatial	  turn”	  (i.e.	  Massey,	  2005;	  Struck,	  2005).	  The	  approach,	  which	  I	  apply	  to	  the	   study	   of	   the	   two	  dissident	   Cold	  War	   authors,	   distances	   itself	   from	   the	   tradi-­‐tional	  study	  of	  realist	  power	  politics	  of	  the	  two	  opposing	  poles	  focusing	  on	  essen-­‐tially	  temporal	  aspects	  of	  events	  and	  developments.	  Instead,	  this	  thesis	  will	  turn	  to	  the	  study	  of	  space	  in	  the	  Cold	  War	  context.	  It	  does	  not	  aim	  to	  evaluate	  the	  concrete	  borders	  on	  the	  geopolitical	  map	  but	  instead,	  it	  approaches	  space	  in	  the	  imaginary	  mental	  mappings	  regarding	  one’s	  space,	  place	  and	  identity	  in	  the	  contentious	  lands	  between	   the	   East	   and	   the	  West.	   Larry	  Wolff	   (1994)	   and	  Maria	   Todorova	   (1994;	  1997)	   in	   particular	   have	   set	   the	   topics	   such	   as	   space	   and	   historical	   regions	   be-­‐tween	  construction,	  structures	  and	  perception	  in	  the	  agenda	  of	  historical	  research	  (Struck,	  2005).	  History	  and	  geography	  occupied	  largely	  separate	  intellectual	  nich-­‐es	   for	  most	  of	   the	   twentieth	   century;	   yet,	   spatial	   thinking	  has	   recently	  become	  a	  primary	   preoccupation	   in	   numerous	   professions	   (Soja,	   1996).	   It	   seems	   that	   this	  tradition,	  which	  fully	  emerged	  by	  the	  mid-­‐1990s	  along	  with	  the	  historiographical	  debates	  on	  spatial	  constructions,	  has	  remained	  popular	  on	  the	  historians’	  agenda.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  The	  change	  has	  been	  fairly	  slow,	  and	  much	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  research	  was,	  at	  least	  in	  the	  beginning,	  oriented	  along	  the	  same	  geographical	  lines	  and	  published	  in	  the	  same	  kinds	  of	  journals	  as	  during	  the	  war	  (King,	  2000).	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  A	   number	   of	   academics	   have	   claimed	   the	   intellectual	   movements	   in	   the	   former	  communist	   countries	   “irrelevant”	   and	   “marginal”	   (i.e.	   Abrams,	   2011;	   Franzinetti,	  2008a;	   Kennedy,	   1994).	   This	   study	   seeks	   to	   show	   that	   intellectuals	   nonetheless	  played	  a	  vital	  role	  in	  fighting	  for	  their	  spaces,	  identities	  and	  cultures	  under	  the	  So-­‐viet	  oppression.	  In	  particular,	  the	  period	  after	  the	  Warsaw	  Pact	  invasion	  of	  Prague	  in	  August	  1968	  triggered	  a	  new	  era	  of	  opposition	  activities	   in	  Czechoslovakia.	  At	  the	   time,	  Milan	  Kundera	  was	  still	   a	   fairly	  unknown	  name	   in	   the	  Czechoslovakian	  literature	   scene	   although	  he	   actively	   resisted	   the	   communist	   rule	   in	  his	   country.	  Looking	  back	  to	  the	  resistance	  movement	  of	  his	  country,	  he	  stated:	  	  “[…]	  [T]he	  Central	  European	  revolts	  were	  not	  nourished	  by	  the	  news-­‐papers,	   radio	  or	   television	   […]	   they	  were	  prepared,	   shaped,	   realized	  by	   novels,	   poetry,	   theatre,	   cinema,	   historiography,	   literary	   reviews,	  popular	   comedy	   and	   cabaret,	   philosophical	   discussions	   –	   that	   is,	   by	  culture”	  (Kundera,	  1984a:	  10).	  	  	  Culture	  was	  the	  first	  target	  to	  be	  attacked	  and	  destroyed	  by	  the	  Soviet	  Russians.	  As	  their	  freedoms	  and	  livelihood	  were	  taken	  a	  way	  and	  many	  people	  were	  forced	  to	  choose	  exile	  over	  imprisonment	  in	  their	  home	  country,	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals	  can	  be	  claimed	  to	  be	  one	  of	  greatest	  sufferers	  of	  Communism.	  They	  were	  also	  the	  key	  figures	  speaking	  out	  about	  their	  victimhood	  and	  fate	  of	  their	  tormented	  place	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  Europe.	  	  	  Both	   the	   historiographical	   framework	   and	   the	   imaginative	   geographies	   narrated	  by	  the	  Czechoslovakian	  intellectuals	  create	  an	  inspiring	  and	  novel	  starting	  point	  to	  this	   research.	   The	   “spatial	   turn”	   and	   the	   subsequent	   historiographical	   debate	   on	  the	   European	   spaces	   create	   the	   framework	   for	  my	   analysis,	   opening	   up	   a	  whole	  new	  level	  to	  the	  study	  of	  Czech	  dissident	  intellectuals	  and	  their	  modes	  of	  perceiv-­‐ing	  and	  describing	  their	  space	  and	  relation	  to	  their	  western	  and	  eastern	  “others”.	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  of	  “the	  young	  sixties	  generation	  of	  writers”	  (Holý,	  2008)	  can	  be	  argued	  to	  be	  the	  two	  leading	  and	  most	  relevant	  Czechoslovak	  intel-­‐lectuals	  whose	  contentious	  views	  can	  be	  both	  compared	  and	  contrasted.	  Following	  the	  Prague	  Spring	  of	  1968,	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  got	  into	  a	  writers’	  dispute	  over	  the	  destiny	  of	  the	  Czech	  lands	  (i.e.	  Holý,	  2008;	  West,	  2009).	  The	  “trilogy”	  of	  essays	  that	  followed	   is	   the	  origin	   for	   this	  research:	   it	  started	  with	  Kundera’s	   inaugural	  essay	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entitled	   “Czech	   Destiny”	   (“Český	   úděl”	  2)	   followed	   by	   Havel’s	   “Czech	   Destiny?”	  (“Český	  úděl?”3	  in	  1969)	  and	  concluded	  by	  Kundera’s	  response	  to	  Havel,	  “Radical-­‐ism	   and	   Exhibitionism”	   (“Radikalismus	   a	   exhibicionismus”	   in	   1969).	   This	   thesis	  approaches	  the	  topic	  with	  an	  examination	  of	  the	  perceptions	  and	  descriptions	  by	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  on	  their	  space,	  place	  and	  identity	  at	  the	  centre	  of	  Europe	  1968–1989.	  As	  this	  thesis	  aims	  to	  illustrate,	  the	  destined	  geographical	  position	  between	  Western	   Europe	   on	   the	   other	   side	   and	  Russia	   on	   the	   other	   often	   translates	   into	  sturdy	  claims	  over	  victimhood	  and	  fate.	  	  	  
1.2. Research	  Material	  and	  Methods	  	  This	  thesis	  is	  chiefly	  based	  on	  the	  translated4	  literary	  works	  of	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	   in	  1968–1989.	   In	  effect,	   these	  works	  do	  not	  strictly	  adhere	  to	  these	  years	  as	   for	   instance	  Milan	  Kundera	   started	   the	  writing	  of	  his	  earliest	  work,	  The	  
Joke,	   in	   the	  early	  1960s	  and	  published	   it	   in	  1967	   just	  before	   the	  Soviet	   invasion.	  However,	  the	  reason	  for	  including	  The	  Joke	  in	  the	  thesis	  is	  that	  it	  explicitly	  explains	  the	  developments	  and	  atmosphere	  before	  the	  1968	  uprisings.	  The	  novel	  became	  a	  great	  success,	  but	  soon	  after	  the	  Soviet	  tanks	  rolled	  in	  Prague,	  it	  vanished	  from	  the	  bookstores	  and	  libraries	  of	  the	  country	  (New	  York	  Times,	  1982).	  Over	  the	  course	  of	   time,	  Kundera’s	  writings	  began	   to	  dissociate	   themselves	   from	   the	   tones	  of	   re-­‐sistance	  and	  the	  last	  texts	  analysed	  are	  from	  the	  mid-­‐1980s.	  Václav	  Havel,	  on	  the	  other	   hand,	   became	  more	   explicit	   about	   the	   fate	   of	   his	   country	   after	   the	   longest	  period	   in	   prison	   (1979–1983).	   Havel’s	   speeches	   and	   essays	   largely	   characterise	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  1980s.	  One	  of	  his	  last	  works	  taken	  into	  consideration	  is	  his	  speech	  “A	  Word	  About	  Words”	  delivered	  in	  the	  summer	  1989,	  thus,	  some	  months	  before	   the	  escalation	  of	   the	  Velvet	  Revolution	   in	  November	  and	   the	  beginning	  of	  Havel’s	  presidency	  in	  December.	  	  	  	  The	  chosen	  works	  will	  be	  reflected	  to	  the	  historical	  and	  theoretical	  frameworks	  of	  analysis:	  How	  do	  the	  narratives	  of	  Havel	  and	  Kundera	  contribute	  and	  correspond	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  Originally	  published	  in	  the	  literature	  magazine	  Listy	  in	  December	  1968.	  	  3	  Published	  in	  the	  journal	  Tvar	  in	  January	  1969.	  4	  The	  translations	  are	  in	  English.	  Most	  of	  the	  texts	  analysed	  in	  this	  study	  are	  the	  newest	  editions	  and,	  therefore,	  also	  the	  newest	  editions	  to	  translations.	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to	  the	  debate	  of	  the	  spaces	  and	  places	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  Europe?	  What	  do	  we	  learn	  about	  their	  position	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West?	  This	  research	  utilises	  the	  his-­‐toriographical	   debates	   on	   Eastern	   and	   Central	   Europe	   and	   particular	   literature,	  which	  addresses	  the	  spatial	  formations	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  One	  of	  the	  most	  pertinent	  accounts	  is	  the	  analysis	  by	  Nataša	  Kovačević,5	  who	  has	  taken	  a	  bold	  and	  novel	  ap-­‐proach	  to	  the	  study	  of	  Communism	  by	  applying	  post-­‐colonial	  theory	  to	  the	  study	  of	  European	  borderlines	  in	  the	  East.	  In	  Narrating	  post/communism:	  colonial	  discourse	  
and	  Europe’s	  borderline	  civilization,	  she	  critically	  examines	  the	  debates	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	  as	  a	  colonial	  terrain	  of	  the	  Western	  tradition,	  which	  centrally	  relates	  to	  the	  debates	  raised	  by	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals.	  It	  engages	  in	  the	  post-­‐colonial	  theory	  and	  critically	  adapts	  Edward	  Said	  (1979)	  and	  Larry	  Wolff’s	  (1994)	  notions	  of	  Ori-­‐entalism	   as	   a	   basic	   theoretical	   background,	  which	   applies	   to	  my	   research	   objec-­‐tives	   extensively	   and	   can	  be	  used	   as	   a	   valuable	  model.	   Irrespective	  of	  Kovačević	  contributions	  (2008;	  2010),	  a	  substantial	  gap	  exists	  in	  the	  literature	  to	  support	  my	  arguments	  since	  both	  the	  theme	  and	  the	  approach	  to	  it	  are	  unusual	  and	  still	  rather	  unexplored.	  	  	  	  This	  Master’s	  thesis	  analyses	  the	  modes	  of	  perception	  and	  description	  of	  the	  Euro-­‐pean	   space	   in	   the	   last	   twenty	   years	   of	   the	   communist	   period	   in	   east-­‐central	   Eu-­‐rope.	   Shadowing	  Bernhard	  Struck’s	   (2005)	  approach	   in	  his	   article	   “Historical	   re-­‐gions	  between	  construction	  and	  perception:	  viewing	  France	  and	  Poland	  in	  the	  late	  18th	  and	  early	  19th	  centuries”,	  I	  will	  claim	  that	  the	  narratives	  by	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  can	   be	   reduced	   neither	   to	   a	   pure	   literature	   analysis	   nor	   to	   an	   all-­‐encompassing	  discourse	  analysis	  either.	  Both	  historical	  and	  contemporary	  reflections	  to	  space	  act	  as	  the	  primary	  framework	  for	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  dissident	  narratives.	  	  	  
1.3. Previous	  Research	  	  	  As	  highlighted	  above,	   there	   is	  an	  absence	  of	  previous	   literature	  that	  could	  be	  ap-­‐plied	  as	  a	  useful	  model	  to	  the	  present	  study.	  In	  particular,	  no	  substantial	  compara-­‐tive	  analysis	  of	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  has	  been	  written.	  Nonetheless,	   there	  are	   two	  larger	  categories	  of	  studies,	  which	  I	  have	  benefited	   from	  in	  my	  research.	  What	   is	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  Nataša	  Kovačević	  is	  an	  Assistant	  Professor	  of	  global	  literature	  and	  post-­‐colonial	  theory	  at	  the	  Uni-­‐versity	  of	  Eastern	  Michigan.	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common	  to	  all	  of	  them	  is	  their	  spatial	  approach	  to	  the	  study	  of	  the	  East-­‐West	  rela-­‐tionship	  and,	  in	  some	  of	  them,	  a	  relevant	  theoretical	  framework	  to	  the	  question	  of	  space,	  identity	  and	  others,	  namely	  post-­‐colonialism	  or	  post-­‐structuralism.	  For	  the	  most	  part,	   the	  past	   research	  has	   focused	  on	   these	  various	  aspects	  of	  my	   thesis	  –	  whether	   space,	   the	   East,	   dissidence,	   Central	   Europe,	   Kundera	   or	   Havel.	   For	   the	  purpose	   of	   this	   study,	   I	   have	   categorised	   the	   past	   research	   into	   ones	  with	  more	  general	   relevance	   for	  my	   research	   and	   to	   the	   ones	  with	  more	   central	   relevance.	  First	  of	  all,	  literature	  with	  general	  relevance	  comprises	  the	  underlying	  concepts	  of	  the	  spatial	  turn,	  the	  idea	  of	  the	  invented	  Eastern	  Europe	  and	  the	  debate	  on	  Central	  Europe.	  The	  second	  category	  includes	  literature	  with	  central	  relevance,	  which	  con-­‐sists	  of	   literature	  on	   the	  post-­‐colonial	  and	  post-­‐structural	   theories	  and	  works	  on	  dissidence	  and,	  more	  precisely,	  on	  the	  dissident	  writings	  of	  Kundera	  and	  Havel.	  	  	  First	  of	  all,	  the	  generally	  relevant	  literature,	  which	  presents	  the	  historical	  or	  histo-­‐riographical	  background	  of	  this	  thesis,	  provides	  the	  means	  to	  an	  end.	  The	  first	  cat-­‐egory	  of	  literature	  I	  examine	  discusses	  the	  “spatial	  turn”.	  In	  his	  article	  on	  historical	  regions	  and	  travel	  writing,	  Bernhard	  Struck	  (2005)	  has	  examined	  the	  relevance	  of	  spatiality	  on	  the	  historical	  agenda	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  his	  study	  of	  travel	  writing.	  The	  impar-­‐tial	  nature	  of	  maps	  and	  space	  leads	  us	  to	  define	  space	  according	  to	  our	  mental	  and	  imaginary	  mappings,	  which	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals,	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  includ-­‐ing,	   were	   in	   the	   forefront	   to	   construct.	   As	   the	   distinguished	   British	   geographer,	  Doreen	  Massey,	   postulated	   in	   her	   seminal	  work	  For	  Space	   (2005:	   11),	   “not	   only	  history	  but	  also	   space	   is	  open”;	  hence,	   space	   can	  be	  viewed	  as	   something	   that	   is	  constantly	  under	  construction.	  	  	  Past	   literature	  shows	  that	  space	   is	   taking	  over	   time	  as	   the	  privileged	  angle	  of	  vi-­‐sion.	   Above	   all,	   the	   spatial	   turn	   has	   opened	   up	   a	   whole	   new	   perspective	   to	   the	  study	   of	   (European)	   peripheries	   through	   a	   re-­‐narrativisation	   from	   the	   Euro-­‐centric	  temporal	  “modernities”	  to	  the	  spatial	  “peripheries”.	  In	  addition	  to	  adopting	  this	   novel	  mind-­‐set	   as	   proposed	   by	   Struck	   and	  Massey,	   I	   seek	   to	   emphasise	   the	  importance	  of	  the	  study	  of	  space	  in	  its	  implications	  on	  identity,	  culture	  and	  the	  fu-­‐ture	  prospects	  of	  nations,	  instead	  of	  focusing	  on	  the	  traditional	  study	  of	  the	  shift-­‐ing	  Cold	  War	  boundaries.	  Looking	  at	  the	  topic	  through	  strictly	  spatialised	  lenses,	  I	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view	  borders	  as	  something	  blurred,	  undefined	  or	  even	  meaningless.	  I	  concur	  with	  Maria	  Todorova	  (2010:	  182),	  a	  scholar	  on	  the	  Balkan	  space	  and	  identities,	  who	  has	  claimed	  that	  studying	  borders	  might	  be	   the	  easiest	  option,	  but	  space	   is	   “the	  now	  fashionable	  category”.	  	  	  Approaching	  the	  topic	  spatially,	   this	  research	  focuses	  on	  the	  notions	  of	  West	  and	  East	  during	  the	  Cold	  War.	  The	  concept	  “Eastern	  Europe”	  with	  a	  multiplicity	  of	  (of-­‐ten	   infamous)	  meanings	   forms	   the	   core	   part	   of	   the	   research	   as	   the	   positions	   of	  Kundera	   and	  Havel	   toward	   their	   eastern	   “other”	  will	   be	   evaluated.	   The	  historio-­‐graphical	  debate	  on	  Eastern	  Europe	  fully	  emerged	  and	  accelerated	  after	  the	  publi-­‐cation	   of	   historian	   Larry	   Wolff’s	   influential	   work	   Inventing	   Eastern	   Europe:	   The	  
Map	  of	  Civilization	  on	  the	  Mind	  of	  the	  Enlightenment	  (1994).	  The	   important	  ques-­‐tions	  I	  seek	  to	  raise	  from	  this	  historiographical	  debate	  (i.e.	  Confino,	  1994;	  Franzi-­‐netti,	   2008;	   Hersschel,	   2011;	   Kirschbaum,	   1999;	   Kovačević,	   2008;	   Longworth,	  1997;	  Wolff,	  1994)	  are	  loosely	  constructed	  on	  the	  orientalist	  approach	  to	  the	  study	  of	   the	  East	   or	  more	  precisely,	   Eastern	  Europe.	  Previously	   introduced	  Nataša	  Ko-­‐vačević	  (2008;	  2010)	  takes	  Larry	  Wolff’s	  arguments	  as	  her	  starting	  point	  and	  ap-­‐plies	  the	  idea	  of	  Eastern	  European	  oriental	  “otherness”	  to	  the	  historical	  region	  of	  Central	  Europe.	  In	  the	  present	  study,	  the	  historiographical	  debate	  on	  Eastern	  Eu-­‐rope	  will	  be	  examined	  in	  regard	  to	  the	  post-­‐colonial	  theory,	  which	  also	  Kovačević	  utilises	  in	  her	  research.	  	  	  Although	  the	  historiographical	  debates	  on	  Central	  and	  Eastern	  Europe	  are	  essen-­‐tially	  distinct,	   they	  still	  determine	  each	  other:	  without	  the	  East,	   there	  can	  also	  be	  no	  Centre	  –	  or	  West	  in	  that	  matter.	  The	  debate	  on	  Central	  Europe	  is	  instrumental	  for	  my	  research	  since	  Milan	  Kundera,	  among	  other	  intellectuals,	  was	  one	  of	  the	  key	  architects	  of	  the	  idea	  of	  Central	  Europe	  particularly	  in	  the	  1980s.	  Similarly,	  Václav	  Havel	  participated	  in	  this	  debate	  but	  only	  to	  a	  variable	  degree,	  as	  this	  research	  at-­‐tempts	  to	  demonstrate.	  Most	  recently,	  Central	  Europe	  has	  been	  perceived	  as	  a	  con-­‐struction,	   which	   the	   East-­‐Central	   European	   intellectuals	   re-­‐invented	   at	   the	   final	  stages	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  Because	  of	  the	  abstract	  nature	  of	  the	  concept,	  the	  debate	  on	  it	   has	   developed	   into	   a	  multifaceted	   one.	   This	   present	   study	  will	   concentrate	   on	  some	   of	   the	   arguments	   concerning	   the	   “space	   in	   the	   middle”	   or	   the	   “space	   in-­‐
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between”.	   For	   instance,	   Peter	   Bugge’s	   (1999)	   analysis	   on	   “Střední	   Evropa”6	  pro-­‐claims	  that	  Central	  Europe	  was	  a	  tool	  to	  separate	  the	  Czechs	  from	  the	  Russians	  and	  a	  way	  of	  escaping	  from	  the	  stigma	  of	  the	  backward	  “Eastern	  Europe”.	  Many	  Central	  European	   historians	   have	   predominantly	   contemplated	   existential	   questions,	   i.e.	  whether	  the	  region	  is	  indeed	  real	  or	  simply	  a	  myth	  (i.e.	  Garton	  Ash,	  1990).	  On	  the	  contrary,	   I	  will	   accept	   the	  presumption	   that	  Central	  Europe	  does	  not	  necessarily	  have	  defined	  borders	  albeit	  it	  exists	  as	  a	  part	  of	  imaginary	  and	  conceptual	  geogra-­‐phy	  of	  Europe	  (i.e.	  Judt,	  1990).	  This	  study	  particularly	  focuses	  on	  the	  idea	  of	  Cen-­‐tral	  Europe	  as	  a	  fateful	  region	  of	  the	  Soviet	  supremacy	  and	  Western	  ignorance	  (i.e.	  Herrschel,	   2011;	   Judt,	   1990;	   Kirschbaum,	   1999;	   Maier,	   1993;	   Neumann,	   1999;	  Rupnik,	  1990).	  	  	  As	  this	  thesis	  accepts	  spaces	  and	  places	  on	  a	  more	  conceptual	  level,	  an	  applicable	  and	  comprehensive	  theoretical	  framework	  is	  a	  defining	  part	  of	  this	  study.	  I	  consid-­‐er	  literature	  on	  post-­‐colonialism	  and	  post-­‐structuralism	  centrally	  relevant	  for	  my	  research.	  First	  of	  all,	  in	  its	  historical	  and	  geographical	  perspective,	  post-­‐colonialism	  considers	  Eastern	  European	   lands	  as	  a	  colonial	   terrain	  (Kovačević,	  2008;	  McDer-­‐mott	  &	  Stibbe,	  2006)	  or	  a	  “bridge”	  between	  the	  Orient	  in	  the	  West	  and	  the	  Occident	  in	  the	  East	  (Bakić-­‐Hayden,	  1995;	  Huntington,	  1993/2003;	  Marin,	  2007;	  Said,	  1979;	  Todorova,	  1997).	  Post-­‐structuralism,	  on	   the	  other	  hand,	  emphasises	   the	  practices	  of	  spatial	  othering	  in	  constructing	  identities	  (i.e.	  Diez,	  2004;	  Hansen,	  2006;	  Massey,	  2005)	   and	   the	   discourses	   of	   simplifying	   and	   stereotyping	   spatialised	   differences	  (i.e.	  Hall	  &	  Gieben,	  1992;	  Murdoch,	  2006;	  Szulecki,	  2009).	  	  	  First	  of	  all,	  previous	  research	  by	  Nataša	  Kovačević	  (2008;	  2010)	  will	  be	  utilised	  in	  this	   thesis.	  Her	   study	   is	  very	  valuable	   in	  applying	   the	  post-­‐colonial	   theory	   to	   the	  study	  of	  European	  borderlines	  in	  the	  East	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  dissident	  writing	  as	  an	  anti-­‐communist	   Orientalism.	   Following	   these	   post-­‐colonialist	   postulations,	   a	   dis-­‐tinguished	  Balkan	  scholar	  Milica	  Bakić-­‐Hayden	  (1995:	  918-­‐920)	  has	  claimed	  that	  the	   Balkans	   (or	   Eastern	   Europe	   in	   that	   matter,	   as	   I	   intend	   to	   prove)	   should	   be	  viewed	  more	  as	  a	  grey	  zone	  between	  the	  Orient	  and	  the	  Occident,	  as	  a	  “variation	  on	  the	  orientalist	  theme	  […]	  [a]	  nesting	  orientalism”.	  Despite	  adopting	  the	  methods	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  6	  The	  Czech	  term	  for	  ”Central	  Europe”.	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presented	   by	   both	   Kovačević	   and	   Bakić-­‐Hayden,	   I	   will	   nonetheless	  make	   a	   con-­‐scious	  decision	  not	  to	  look	  at	  Orientalism	  from	  a	  temporal	  (i.e.	  the	  inherent	  barba-­‐rism	  and	  backwardness	  of	  the	  East)	  but	  rather	  from	  a	  critical	  spatial	  perspective.	  I	  concur	   with	   Thomas	   Diez’s	   (2004:	   320)	   assertion	   that	   “otherings	   between	   geo-­‐graphically	   defined	   political	   entities	   tend	   to	   be	  more	   exclusive	   and	   antagonistic	  against	  out-­‐groups	  than	  otherings	  with	  a	  predominantly	  temporal	  dimension”.	  	  	  Secondly,	   post-­‐structural	   theory,	   which	   is	   closely	   intertwined	   with	   the	   post-­‐colonial	   tradition,	   allows	  me	   to	   explain	   the	   relationships	   between	   space	   and	  na-­‐tional	   identity	  or	  self-­‐consciousness,	  which	  are	  recurring	   themes	   in	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	   writings.	   In	   Security	   as	   practice:	   discourse	   analysis	   and	   the	   Bosnian	   war,	  Lene	  Hansen	  (2006:	  37-­‐47)	  argues	  that	  identities	  are	  not	   just	  temporally	  or	  ethi-­‐cally	  but	  also	  spatially	  constructed,	  and	  the	  process	  of	  identity	  construction	  always	  involves	   the	   delineation	   of	   space.	   For	   example,	   Murdoch	   (2006)	   and	   Szulecki	  (2009)	  contend	  that	  post-­‐structuralism	  regards	  spaces	  and	  places	  as	  open	  and	  en-­‐gaged,	  and	  spatial	  relations	  as	  power	  relations,	  where	  meaning,	  identity	  and	  space	  become	  firmly	  interwoven.	  	  	  Lastly,	  in	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  meanings	  and	  developments	  of	  dissidence	  dur-­‐ing	   the	   communist	   period,	   I	   will	   utilise	   literature	   on	   dissident	   intellectuals	   in	  Czechoslovakia	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  dissident	  tradition	  across	  the	  Eastern	  bloc.	  Sev-­‐eral	   academics	   have	   discussed	   the	   suffering	   of	   dissidents	   under	   Communism;	  many	  of	   them	  disillusioned,	  many	   looking	  for	  an	  alternative	   in	  exile	  (Garton	  Ash,	  1999a;	  Holý,	  2008;	  Marin,	  2007;	  Tucker,	  2000).	  This	  literature	  also	  addresses	  the	  dissident	   role	   in	   “soul-­‐searching”	   or	   identity	   creation	  with	   regard	   to	   their	   prob-­‐lematic	   geopolitical	   position	   in	   Central	   Europe	   (Cashman,	   2008;	   Falk,	   2011;	  Wachtel,	  2006).	  	  	  However,	  a	  considerable	  gap	  exists	  in	  the	  past	  literature,	  which	  limits	  our	  under-­‐standing	  of	  the	  world	  of	  dissidence,	  which	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  inhabited.	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  as	  nationally	  and	  internationally	  acclaimed	  authors	  have	  been	  discussed	  in	  various	  distinguished	  contexts;	  yet,	  specific	  knowledge	  for	  my	  topic	  is	  missing.	  Nataša	   Kovačević’s	   (2008;	   2010)	   analysis	   on	   Kundera	   is	   the	  most	   relevant	   one.	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Moreover,	   an	   article	   by	   Charles	   Sabatos	   (2008),	   which	   compares	   and	   contrasts	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  views	  on	  responsibility,	  Czech	  destiny	  and	  Central	  Europe,	  is	  a	  valuable	  source	  as	  a	   juxtaposition	  of	  the	  authors’	  views	  from	  a	  spatial	  perspec-­‐tive.	  Finally,	  Tim	  West’s	   (2009)	  article	  acts	  as	  a	  useful	   summary	  and	  a	   review	  of	  the	  starting	  point	  of	  my	  thesis;	  the	  debate	  on	  the	  Czech	  destiny	  in	  1968–1969.	  	  
1.4. Research	  Questions	  	  	  In	  this	  Master’s	  thesis,	   I	  seek	  to	  show	  that	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  were	  not	  just	  like	  any	  intellectuals	  in	  the	  communist	  Eastern	  Europe	  but	  had	  a	  great	  im-­‐portance	  in	  shaping	  the	  spatial	  perspectives	  on	  Cold	  War	  Czechoslovakia	  through	  powerful	  narratives	  of	   their	  space	  and	  place	   in	  the	  European	  centre.	   I	  attempt	  to	  prove	   that	   the	   dissident	   narratives	   between	   1968	   and	   1989	   cannot	   only	   be	   re-­‐duced	  to	  a	  criticism	  of	  the	  totalitarian	  regime	  but	  also	  as	  drawing	  and	  shaping	  the	  mental	  maps	  of	  the	  citizens,	  the	  nation	  and	  the	  entire	  region,	  even	  Europe.	  In	  par-­‐ticular,	  the	  concepts	  of	  victimhood	  and	  fate	  in	  the	  spatial	  context	  will	  be	  evaluated,	  as	   perceived	   by	   the	   two	   intellectuals	   during	   Communism	   either	   in	   their	   native	  homeland	  or	  in	  exile	  abroad.	  Finally,	  I	  will	  observe	  “Central	  Europe”	  not	  as	  a	  myth,	  as	  many	  scholars	  have	  argued,	  but	  rather	  as	  a	  real	  concept,	  which	  ultimately	  sur-­‐faced	  after	  many	  decades	  of	  absence	  since	  the	  inter-­‐war	  period.	  	  	  I	  narrow	  these	  objectives	  down	  to	  four	  research	  questions:	  	   1. To	  what	  extent	  and	  in	  which	  ways	  did	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  per-­‐ceive	  themselves	  as	  victims	  of	  both	  Soviet	  occupation	  and	  Western	  indiffer-­‐ence?	  2. In	  which	  ways	  did	  the	  authors	  perceive	  and	  narrate	  the	  claimed	  fate	  or	  des-­‐tiny	  of	  the	  Czech	  lands	  as	  a	  space	  “in	  between”?	  3. In	  what	  ways	  did	  the	   idea	  of	  Central	  Europe	  distinguish	  or	  singularise	  the	  Czechs	  from	  its	  “others”,	  according	  to	  their	  deductions?	  	  4. What	  was	  the	  historical	  significance	  of	  their	  dissident	  thought	  and	  literary	  production	  in	  shaping	  the	  imaginary	  mappings	  of	  the	  nation	  as	  a	  whole?	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This	   thesis	  proceeds	   in	   the	   following	  way:	  Chapter	  2	  discusses	   the	  historical	  and	  theoretical	   background	   of	   the	   research,	   as	   already	   introduced	   in	   this	   chapter.	   It	  concerns	  both	  the	  historiographical	  debates	  on	  Central	  and	  Eastern	  Europe	  as	  well	  as	  the	  theoretical	  background	  of	  post-­‐colonialism	  and	  post-­‐structuralism.	  Chapter	  3	  explains	  the	  key	  methods	  and	  materials	  used	  for	  the	  research	  by	  identifying	  the	  key	  sources	  and	  categories	  of	  interpretation.	  Chapter	  4	  analyses	  the	  research	  ma-­‐terial	   based	   on	   the	   categories	   identified.	   Finally,	   Chapter	   5	   discusses	   the	   results	  and	  closes	  with	  an	  evaluation	  and	  suggestions	  for	  further	  research.	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2. HISTORICAL	  AND	  THEORETICAL	  BACKGROUND	  	  	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  Master’s	  thesis	  is	  to	  examine	  the	  narratives	  of	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  from	  a	  spatial	  point	  of	  view.	  It	  integrates	  these	  narratives	  to	  the	  historical	   debates	   on	  European	   geographies	   and	  mirrors	   them	   to	   the	   theoretical	  framework,	  which	  emphasises	   geographical	   “othering”	   and	   identity	   construction.	  Furthermore,	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  dissident	  movement	  in	  constructing	  imagined	  or	  real	  mappings	  of	   the	  Central	  European	   lands	  under	  Communism	  will	  be	  taken	  into	  account.	  The	  objective	  of	  this	  study	  is	  not	  only	  to	  examine	  what	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	   thought	  about	   their	  geopolitical	   location	   in	   the	  middle	  of	  Europe,	  but	  also,	  and	   perhaps	  more	   importantly,	   to	   evaluate	   their	   complex	   and	   dynamic	   relation-­‐ship	  both	  to	  their	  Eastern	  and	  Western	  “others”.	  	  	  As	   illustrated	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  the	  “spatial	  turn”	  has	  been	  repeatedly	  declared	  in	  the	  academic	  literature	  since	  approximately	  the	  past	  decade.	  As	  Doreen	  Massey	  (2005:	  62)	  has	  stated,	  “if	  once	  it	  was	  ‘time’	  that	  framed	  the	  privileged	  angle	  of	  vision,	  to-­‐day,	   so	   it	   is	   often	   said,	   that	   role	   has	   been	   taken	   over	   by	   space”.	   Apart	   from	   as-­‐sessing	   the	   age-­‐old	   oppositions	   of	   the	   East	   and	   the	  West,	   or	   the	   North	   and	   the	  South,	   further	   geographical	   categories	   and	   spatial	   concepts	  have	  been	   evoked	   in	  order	  to	  define	  different	  historical	  regions.	  One	  of	  these	  terms	  is	  Central	  Europe,7	  which	  emerged	   from	  a	   specific	  historical	   context	   and	   through	  cultural,	   economic	  and	   socio-­‐political	   discourses	   (Struck,	   2005:	   82).	   The	   concepts	   of	   “borders”,	  “boundaries”	  or	  “divisions”	  are	  central	  to	  the	  spatial	  turn	  as	  they	  provide	  concrete	  lenses	  of	  comparison	  and	  generators	  of	  territorial	  difference.	  Herrschel	  (2011:	  13)	  has	  claimed	  that	  borders	  act	  as	  tools	  of	  comparing	  and	  contrasting	  or	  pitching	  one	  space	  against	  the	  other,	  but	  accepts	  their	  existence	  also	  on	  a	  more	  conceptual	  lev-­‐el:	   “[borders]	   may	   be	  more	   virtual,	   projected	   as	   notional	   lines	   of	   reference	   and	  ambitions,	  rather	  than	  fixed	  lines	  on	  the	  political	  map”.	  Herrschel	  elucidates	  that	  in	  recent	  debates	  borders	  have	  been	  viewed	  more	  as	   social	   and	  cultural	   constructs	  through	  which	  the	  Central	  European	  geo-­‐ideological	  in-­‐betweenness	  can	  be	  char-­‐acterised.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  Central	  Europe	  has	  been	  referred	  to	  with	  the	  German	  terms	  Mitteleuropa	  and	  Zwischeneuropa.	  The	  latter	  was	  used	  during	  the	  inter-­‐war	  period	  to	  describe	  the	  Eastern	  states	  between	  Germany	  and	  Russia.	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  Broadly	  speaking,	  this	  study	  views	  borders	  in	  close	  relation	  to	  the	  spaces	  that	  they	  create	  or	  have	   created	   in	   the	  past.	  Maria	  Todorova	   (2010:	  182)	  posits	   that	   for	   a	  long	  time	  borders	  have	  been	  the	  preferred	  category	  of	  analysis,	  especially	  in	  exam-­‐ining	  identities;	  regardless,	  she	  accepts	  that,	  “the	  notion	  of	  historical	  legacy;	  it	  does	  not	   […]	   displace	   the	  notion	  of	   space”.	  Thus,	   it	   can	  be	  maintained	   that	   the	   spatial	  considerations	   fundamentally	   characterise	   the	  historical	   legacy	  of	   the	  Czechoslo-­‐vak	  lands,	  a	  small	  territory	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  Europe.	  Within	  less	  than	  a	  century,	  the	  nation	   experienced	   eight	   major	   upheavals,	   all	   of	   which	   significantly	   shaped	   the	  spatial	   formation	  of	   the	  nation.	  This	  era	  began	  with	  the	  1918	  national	  revolution	  liberating	  of	  Czechs	  and	  Slovaks	  from	  the	  Habsburg	  Empire,	   followed	  by	  the	  Ger-­‐man	  invasion	  of	  1938-­‐39,	  which	  turned	  the	  Czech	  and	  the	  Slovak	  lands	  into	  a	  Nazi	  puppet	   state.	   Soon	   after	   the	   war,	   Czechoslovakia	   acted	   as	   “a	   neutral	   bridge	   be-­‐tween	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West”	  (Steiner	  2000:	  4-­‐5).	  The	  1948	  and	  1968	  revolutions	  clearly	   demonstrated	   the	   power	   that	   the	   communists	   posed	   on	   Czechoslovakia.	  The	   communist	   system	  ultimately	  demolished	   in	   the	  1989	  Velvet	  Revolution.	   Fi-­‐nally	   in	  1993,	  Czechoslovakia	  dissolved	   into	   two	   successor	   states,	   the	  Czech	  and	  the	  Slovak	  Republics.	  Within	  less	  than	  in	  one	  century,	  therefore,	  the	  changes	  in	  the	  physical	  and	  mental	  mappings	  of	  the	  Czechoslovak	  lands	  were	  considerable,	  and	  as	  Steiner	   (2000:	   15)	   asserted,	   these	   developments	   have	   had	   a	   great	   effect	   on	   the	  Czech	  literature,	  which	  has	  always	  been	  involved	  somehow	  in	  the	  game	  of	  politics.	  	  	  In	  the	  light	  of	  the	  recent	  transformations	  in	  the	  historical	  scholarship,	  as	  illustrat-­‐ed	   in	   the	  previous	  chapter,	   the	  spatial	  dimension	  will	  be	  granted	  more	  emphasis	  than	  the	  traditional	  focus	  on	  temporality	  also	  in	  this	  study.	  This	  thesis	  will	  attempt	  to	  project	   questions	  of	   space	   to	   the	  historical	   developments	  of	   the	  Czechoslovak	  lands	  not	  only	  under	  the	  four	  decades	  of	  Communism	  but	  also	  during	  the	  twenti-­‐eth	  century	  as	  a	  whole.	  Merging	  history	  and	  geography	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  pre-­‐sent	  study	  thus	  seems	  more	  than	  appropriate.	  As	  proposed	  by	  Soja	  (1996:	  169),	  	  While	  every	  discipline,	   including	   the	  physical	   sciences,	  had	  and	  con-­‐tinues	  to	  have	  its	  own	  respected	  historians,	  very	  few	  have	  recognized	  a	  need	   for	   resident	  geographers	   to	  explore	   the	   substantive	  and	  con-­‐ceptual	   significance	  of	   spatiality	   and/or	  nature	  with	   the	  disciplinary	  fold.	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In	  order	  to	  connect	  the	  spatial	  dimension	  with	  the	   intellectual	  narratives	  of	  Kun-­‐dera	   and	   Havel,	   a	   relevant	   historiographical	   and	   theoretical	   framework	   will	   be	  constructed	  in	  the	  following.	  The	  first	  section	  2.1.	  introduces	  the	  historiographical	  debate	  on	  Eastern	  Europe.	  Subsequently,	  this	  debate	  delineates	  the	  historiograph-­‐ical	  debate	  on	  Central	  Europe.	   In	  close	  connection	  with	  the	  previous	  one,	  section	  2.2.	   discusses	   the	   theoretical	   framework	   for	   the	   research	   –	   post-­‐colonialism	   and	  post-­‐structuralism	  –	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  spatialisations	  presented	  by	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals.	  	  	  	  
2.1. The	  East	  and	  the	  Centre	  Debated	  	  Chronologically,	   the	   historiographical	   debate	   on	   Central	   Europe	   emerged	   before	  the	  most	  pronounced	  accounts	  on	  Eastern	  Europe	  were	  written.	  As	  previously	  in-­‐dicated,	  the	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe,	  whether	  real	  or	  imagined,	  fully	  emerged	  in	  the	   1980s	   after	   the	   publication	   of	  Milan	   Kundera’s	   “The	   Tragedy	   of	   Central	   Eu-­‐rope”	   (1984)	   and	  began	   to	  develop	   in	   the	   scholarship	   across	   the	   continent	   from	  the	  early	  1990s.	  The	  debate	  on	  the	  concept	  of	  Eastern	  Europe,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  surfaced	  in	  the	  mid-­‐1990s	  after	  the	  publication	  of	  Larry	  Wolff’s	  thesis	  on	  the	  “in-­‐vented”	   Eastern	   Europe.	   In	   the	   following	   sub-­‐chapters,	   the	   characteristics	   of	   the	  two	  debates	  will	  nevertheless	  be	  explained	   in	  a	   chronologically	   reverse	  order	  as	  understanding	  the	  concept	  of	  the	  East	  is	  necessary	  for	  the	  realisation	  of	  the	  mean-­‐ings	  and	  implications	  that	  delineate	  Central	  Europe.	  	  	  
2.1.1. The	  “Invention”	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	  	  
Inventing	  Eastern	  Europe	  was	  a	  project	  of	  philosophical	  and	  geograph-­‐
ical	   synthesis	   carried	   out	   by	   the	   men	   and	   women	   of	   Enlightenment.	  
Eastern	  Europe	   is	   a	   cultural	   construction,	   an	   intellectual	   invention,	   of	  
the	  Enlightenment.	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Wolff,	  1994)	  	  
The	  very	  term	  Eastern	  European	  makes	  for	  a	  particularly	  confusing	  and	  
schizophrenic	  position.	  	  	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Kovačević,	  2008)	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  The	   concept	   of	   “Eastern	   Europe”	   entails	   numerous	   different	   meanings,	   implica-­‐tions,	  images	  and	  stereotypes	  in	  the	  everyday	  ubiquitous	  discourses.	  Following	  the	  end	  of	   the	  Cold	  War	   and	   the	   collapse	   of	   Communism,	   the	  debate	   on	   its	   real	   and	  imagined	  meanings	  wholly	   surfaced,	  most	   notably	   after	   the	   publication	   of	   Larry	  Wolff’s	  Inventing	  Eastern	  Europe:	  The	  Map	  of	  Civilization	  on	  the	  Mind	  of	  the	  Enlight-­‐
enment	  (1994).	  Wolff’s	   thesis	   stimulated	   an	   extensive	   scholarly	   debate	   that	   con-­‐centrated	  both	  on	  the	  history	  of	  the	  concept	  itself	  as	  well	  as	  on	  the	  meanings	  that	  are	  attached	  to	   it.	  Bearing	   in	  mind	  the	   focus	  of	   this	   thesis,	   it	   is	  most	  pertinent	   to	  highlight	  the	  spatial	  meanings	  of	  the	  East.	  Nonetheless,	  for	  a	  more	  exhaustive	  un-­‐derstanding	  of	   the	  historiographical	  debate,	   it	   is	  also	  valuable	   to	  outline	   its	  main	  characteristics	  and	  historical	  development	  more	  generally.	  	  	  In	  his	  1946	  speech	  delivered	  in	  Fulton,	  Missouri,	   the	  British	  Prime	  Minister	  Win-­‐ston	   Churchill	   announced	   that	   the	   Iron	   Curtain	   had	   divided	   Europe	   into	   two:	   to	  Western	  Europe	  and	  Eastern	  Europe.	  The	  Yalta	  Conference	  that	  was	  held	  the	  year	  before	  gathered	  the	  heads	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  United	  Kingdom	  and	  the	  Soviet	  Un-­‐ion	   governments	   to	   discuss	   Europe’s	   post-­‐war	   reorganisation.	   The	   controversy	  over	  the	  Yalta	  agreement	  as	  well	  as	  Churchill’s	  statement	  of	  the	  lands	  behind	  the	  Iron	  Curtain	  –	  “Eastern	  States	  of	  Europe”	  (Wolff,	  1994:	  1)	  –	  were	  two	  of	  the	  most	  symbolic	  events,	  which	  continued	  to	  define	  the	  European	  spatial	  arrangement	  for	  decades	  to	  come.	  Similarly,	  Larry	  Wolff	  stated	  in	  his	  Inventing	  Eastern	  Europe	  that	  the	  1950s	  establishment	  of	  the	  Warsaw	  Pact	  as	  a	  counterpart	  for	  the	  NATO	  acted	  as	  the	  final	  establishment	  of	  the	  “shadow”	  on	  Eastern	  Europe.	  However,	  he	  aspired	  to	  prove	  that	  the	  invention	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	  was	  not	  a	  Cold	  War	  construction	  but,	  de	   facto,	   dates	   further	   back	   to	   the	   eighteenth	   century	   Enlightenment.	   As	   Wolff	  (1994:	   5,	   358)	   posited,	   “the	   Enlightenment	   had	   to	   invent	   Western	   Europe	   and	  Eastern	  Europe	  together,	  as	  complementary	  concepts,	  defining	  each	  other	  by	  op-­‐position	  and	  adjacency”.	  He	  argued	  that	  Eastern	  Europe	  was	  merely	  a	  cultural	  con-­‐struction	   and	   an	   intellectual	   invention,	  which	   included	  operations	   such	   as	   “posi-­‐tioning,	   possessing,	   imagining,	   mapping,	   addressing,	   and	   peopling	   Eastern	   Eu-­‐rope”.	  Imagining	  and	  mapping	  Eastern	  Europe	  undoubtedly	  coloured	  the	  relation-­‐ship	  between	  the	  two	  Cold	  War	  opponents;	  nevertheless,	  Wolff	  believed	  that	  this	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demarcation	   originated	   in	   the	   eighteenth	   century	   vocabulary	   of	   barbarism	   and	  civilisation	   separating	   the	   Westerners	   from	   the	   Easterners.	   In	   sum,	   therefore,	  Wolff’s	  asserted	  that	  the	  Western	  European	  intellectuals	  invented	  Eastern	  Europe	  conceptually	  and	  that	  this	  process	  dates	  from	  long	  before	  the	  Cold	  War.	  	  	  Reactions	  to	  Wolff’s	  thesis	  evolved	  into	  a	  full-­‐scale	  scholarly	  dispute.	  Scholars	  have	  debated	  whether	  or	  not	  the	  real	  or	   imagined	  Eastern	  European	  space	  can	  indeed	  be	  extended	  beyond	  the	  Cold	  War.	  Michael	  Confino	  (1994)	  and	  Guido	  Franzinetti	  (2008b)	  present	  with	  two	  of	  the	  most	  influential	  scholarly	  accounts.	  In	  the	  former,	  “Re-­‐inventing	   the	   Enlightenment:	   Western	   Images	   of	   Eastern	   Realities	   in	   the	  Eighteenth	  Century”,	  Confino	  declares	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  Wolff’s	  argument	  that,	  in	  fact,	  there	  is	  no	  proof	  of	  an	  existence	  of	  “Eastern	  Europe”	  per	  se	  in	  the	  Enlightenment	  narratives.	   Instead,	  Confino	   (1994:	  517)	   suggests	   that	   the	  geographical	  positions	  of	  the	  Enlightenment,	  which	  Wolff	  explained	  in	  his	  thesis,	  only	  relate	  to	  something	  he	  calls	  “philosophic	  geography”,	  by	  which	  he	  means	  that	  “geography	  was	  used	  not	  for	  its	  own	  sake,	  but	  instrumentally	  and	  without	  much	  regard	  for	  geographic	  pre-­‐cision”.	  Hereby	  Confino	  seeks	  to	  show	  that	  Eastern	  Europe	  with	  strict	  geographic	  or	   even	  political	   boundaries	   could	  not	  have	  been	   invented	  during	   the	  Enlighten-­‐ment.	  Guido	  Franzinetti	  (2008b:	  364-­‐366)	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  adopts	  a	  stricter	  view	  than	  Wolff.	  According	  to	  his	  allegations,	  Wolff	  simply	  strives	  to	  “orientalise”	  East-­‐ern	  Europe,	  but	  in	  effect,	  the	  division	  of	  Europe	  into	  East	  and	  West	  is	  only	  a	  Cold	  War	   construction	   between	   1945	   and	   1991.	   Franzinetti,	   an	   Italian	   scholar	   at	   the	  University	  of	  Eastern	  Piedmont	   in	   Italy,	  pointed	  out	  an	  essential	  pitfall	   in	  Wolff’s	  positioning	  claiming	  that	  “[…]	  things	  may	  look	  differently	  from	  the	  North	  American	  perspective”,	  referring	  to	  Wolff’s	  non-­‐European,	  an	  “outsider”,	  background.	  	  	  	  My	  research	  benefits	  from	  this	  historiographical	  debate	  at	  least	  in	  two	  ways.	  First	  of	   all,	   the	  debate	   (particularly	  Wolff’s	  propositions)	  has	   reintroduced	   the	   idea	  of	  the	  Eastern	  “Orient”	  and	  the	  Western	  “Occident”,	  which	  are	  an	  intrinsic	  part	  of	  the	  East-­‐Central	  European	  dissident	  narratives.	  Secondly,	  if	  we	  accept	  Wolff’s	  influen-­‐tial,	   albeit	   controversial	   statement	   of	   the	   existence	   of	   the	   East-­‐West	   dichotomy	  beyond	  the	  Cold	  War,	  the	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe	  as	  a	  rediscovery	  by	  the	  Polish,	  Czech	  and	  Hungarian	  intellectuals	  can	  thereby	  be	  explained	  (Wolff,	  1994:	  15).	  Sev-­‐
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eral	  of	  these	  intellectuals	  tried	  to	  shatter	  the	  idea	  of	  repressive	  Eastern	  Europe	  as	  a	  historical	  construction,	  i.e.	  not	  only	  associating	  the	  East	  with	  the	  communist	  Soviet	  Union	  but	  with	   the	  East	   that	  had	  stigmatised	   them	   long	  before	  Communism.	  De-­‐spite	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  ontological	  status	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	  has	  recently	  been	  con-­‐tested	   and	  many	   scholars	  have	   argued	   for	   a	   conceptual	   remapping	  of	   the	   region	  (i.e.	  Baer,	  2011),	  this	  study	  critically	   looks	  at	  the	  question	  through	  the	  “Wolffian”	  lenses.	  	  	  Nataša	  Kovačević’s	  critical	  contribution	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  the	  most	  pertinent	  in-­‐terpretation	   in	   view	   of	   this	   research.	   One	   of	   her	   key	   arguments	   is	   that	   “Europe	  continues	  to	  be	  predicated	  on	  the	  idea	  of	  conditional	  inclusion/exclusion	  and	  that	  any	  true	  dialogue	  between	   its	  Western	  and	  Eastern	  members	   is	   impossible”	  (Ko-­‐vačević,	  2008:	  1-­‐2).	   In	  many	  respects,	  she	  agrees	  with	  Wolff	   that	  Eastern	  Europe	  can	  be	   referred	   to	  as	  a	   colonial	   terrain	  of	   the	  Western	   tradition,	   and	   that	  during	  Communism	  Eastern	  Europe	  had	  been	  geo-­‐graphed	  merely	  as	  the	  lands	  behind	  the	  Iron	  Curtain.	  Kovačević	   (2008:	  16-­‐17)	  has	  claimed	   that	   the	   “othering”	  of	  Eastern	  European	  Communism	   “was	   aided,	   among	  other	   things,	   precisely	  by	   the	   existing	  discourses	   on	   Eastern	   European	   racial	   inferiority,	   barbarism,	   and	   overall	   back-­‐wardness”.	  Lastly,	  Kovačević	  assesses	   the	  Eastern	  European	  dissident	  narratives,	  which,	  in	  her	  view,	  contemplate	  the	  failures	  of	  Communism	  against	  all	  of	  its	  prom-­‐ises	  as	  well	  as	  the	  similar	  failures	  of	  the	  Western	  liberal	  democracies.	  	  	  	  	  	  Finally,	  Maria	  Todorova	   (1997:	  11)	  has	   contended	  on	   the	  positioning	  of	   the	  Bal-­‐kans	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  the	  rest	  of	  Europe	  and	  the	  Orient	  by	  stating	  that	  “in	  all	  cases,	  the	  di-­‐chotomy	  East-­‐West	  had	  clearly	  defined	  spatial	  dimensions:	  it	  juxtaposed	  societies	  that	   coexisted	  but	  were	  opposed	   for	  political,	   religious,	  or	   cultural	   reasons”.	  The	  dichotomies	  in	  the	  Balkan	  space	  she	  illustrates	  can	  equally	  be	  applied	  to	  the	  East-­‐ern	  European	  spatial	  hierarchies.	  All	   in	  all,	   these	  assertions	  by	  Todorova	  and	  Ko-­‐vačević	  highlight	  the	  key	  questions	  of	  the	  present	  study:	  firstly,	  to	  what	  extent	  did	  the	  narratives	  of	  the	  Eastern	  European	  intellectuals	  reflect	  on	  an	  orientalist	  image	  of	  the	  East?	  Secondly,	   in	  which	  ways	  did	  the	  East-­‐West	  division	  –	  whether	  a	  con-­‐struction	  of	  the	  Iron	  Curtain	  or	  the	  Enlightenment	  –	  affect	  their	  positions	  and	  per-­‐ceptions	  of	  their	  place	  and	  space	  in	  Europe?	  As	  Kovačević	  has	  indicated,	  the	  East-­‐
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Central	  European	  intellectuals	  desired	  to	  escape	  from	  the	  stigma	  of	  the	  East.	  They	  found	  a	  solution	  for	  this	  unfavourable	  positioning	  in	  the	  re-­‐construction	  or	  the	  re-­‐invention	  of	  Central	  Europe	  against	  “the	  focus	  of	  evil	  in	  the	  modern	  world”,	  as	  fa-­‐mously	  elucidated	  by	  President	  Ronald	  Reagan	   in	  his	  1983	  “Evil	  Empire	  Speech”	  (in	  Herrschel,	  2011:	  35).	  	  
2.1.2. Central	  Europe	  or	  “Střední	  Evropa”	  	  
‘Central	   Europe’	   is	   excellent	   for	   separating	   the	   Czechs	   from	   the	   Rus-­‐
sians,	   while	   it	   is	   much	   less	   suitable	   for	   differentiating	   them	   from	   the	  
Germans.	  
	  
	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Bugge,	  1999)	  	  
Like	  Europe	  itself,	  no	  one	  can	  quite	  agree	  where	  Central	  Europe	  begins	  
or	  ends.	  	  
	   	   	  
	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Garton	  Ash,	  1990)	  	  As	  Timothy	  Garton	  Ash	  (1990:	  208)	  has	  put	  forward:	  “isn’t	  the	  existence	  of	  an	  im-­‐agined	   Central	   Europe	   finally	   dependent	   on	   the	   existence	   of	   a	   real	   Eastern	   Eu-­‐rope?”	  What	  this	  question	  essentially	  suggests	  is	  that	  the	  realities	  of	  the	  East	  fun-­‐damentally	   determine	   the	  meanings	   and	   representations	   attached	   to	   the	   Centre.	  Central	  Europe	  is	  hardly	  a	  new	  term,	  but	  admittedly	  a	  new	  concept	  (Bugge,	  1999:	  25).	  The	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe	  originated	  already	  in	  the	  Middle	  Ages,	  but	  only	  towards	  the	  nineteenth	  and	  early	  twentieth	  centuries	  it	  truly	  emerged	  and	  spread	  in	   the	   discourses	   of	   intellectuals	   and	   politicians.	   The	   German	   liberal	   politician	  Friedrich	  Naumann	  (1860–1919)	  first	  introduced	  the	  German	  equivalent	  for	  Cen-­‐tral	   Europe,	  Mitteleuropa,	   in	  1915.	   Initially,	  Mitteleuropa	   signified	   the	   endeavour	  for	  an	  economic	  federation	  to	  be	  established	  in	  the	  German	  and	  Austro-­‐Hungarian	  empires	  while	  trying	  to	  attract	  as	  many	  other	  countries	  as	  possible	  to	  it.	  The	  idea	  eventually	  dissolved	  by	  the	  First	  World	  War	  and	  later	  was	  adopted	  by	  Adolf	  Hitler.	  	  	  The	  Central	  European	  debate	  from	  the	  Czechoslovak	  perspective,	  however,	  is	  most	  relevant	  for	  this	  study.	  One	  of	  the	  starting	  points	  of	  the	  Czech	  Central	  Europe	  was	  T.G.	   Masaryk’s	   (1880–1937)	   idea	   of	   the	   new	   Europe,	  Nová	  Evropa,	   according	   to	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which	   the	   new	   Europe	   with	   its	   newly	   created	   states8	  after	   the	   Versailles	   Peace	  Treaty	  would	  play	  a	  fundamental	  role	  (Leoncini,	  1999:	  65).	  Austro-­‐Czech	  Masaryk,	  who	   ultimately	   became	   the	   first	   president	   of	   the	   independent	   Czechoslovakia	   in	  1918,	  saw	  the	  post-­‐Versailles	  world	  a	  unique	  chance	  to	  create	  a	  new	  internal	  or-­‐der,	  which	  would	  be	  affected	  neither	  by	  the	  East	  nor	  the	  West.	  The	  countries	  locat-­‐ed	  in	  the	  centre	  of	  Europe	  therefore	  had	  an	  opportunity	  to	  define	  the	  originality	  of	  their	  identities	  and	  cultures	  despite	  being	  pressed	  between	  the	  powerful	  Germany	  and	  Russia.	  Masaryk,	   yet,	   perceived	   the	   space	   as	   a	   political	   and	   an	   ethnographic	  entity	  rather	  than	  a	  cultural	  one	  (Bugge,	  1999:	  22).	  	  Still,	   for	  nearly	   forty	  years	  after	   the	  end	  of	  Second	  World	  War,	   the	   term	  “Central	  Europe”	  was	  nearly	  absent	  from	  the	  political	  parlance	  of	  Europe	  as	  “Hitler	  had	  poi-­‐soned	  it	  [and]	  the	  Cold	  War	  division	  into	  East	  and	  West	  obliterated	  it”	  (Garton	  Ash,	  1999b).	  However,	  discourse	  on	  Central	  Europe	  began	  to	  emerge	  after	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  in	  the	  1950s	  when	  intellectuals,	  such	  as	  the	  renowned	  Polish	  poet	  and	  essayist	  Czesław	  Miłosz,	  reopened	  the	  discussion	  whether	  or	  not	  a	  supranational	  identity	  specific	  to	  this	  area	  existed	  and	  who	  belonged	  to	  it	  (Neumann,	  1999:	  143).	  Miłosz’s	  most	  notable	  work	  Captive	  Mind	  (1951)9	  marks	   the	   starting	  point	  of	   the	  debate	  among	  East-­‐Central	  European	  intellectuals.	  For	  the	  first	  time,	  Captive	  Mind	  raised	   the	   questions	   about	  Western	   indifference	   and	   the	   fate	   of	   Eastern	   Europe	  (Sabatos,	  2011:	  20),	  which	  are	  the	  two	  key	  themes	  analysed	  in	  this	  thesis.	  	  	  The	  Central	   European	   “project”	  was	   thereafter	   adopted	  by	   the	  Czech,	  Hungarian	  and	  Polish	  dissident	  intellectuals	  whose	  objective	  was	  not	  region-­‐building	  but	  in-­‐stead,	   first	   and	   foremost	   a	   political	   one	   directed	   to	   an	   observable	   reality	   (Neu-­‐mann,	  1999).	  However,	  despite	  the	  dramatic	  events	  of	  the	  Hungarian	  revolution	  of	  1956	  or	  the	  1968	  Prague	  invasion,	  which	  initiated	  the	  revival	  of	  cultural	  and	  polit-­‐ical	   self-­‐consciousness	   of	   these	   lands,	   Central	   Europe	   remained	   distant	   from	   the	  attention	   of	   Western	   intellectuals	   as	   the	   “’lands	   between’	   entered	   into	   cultural	  limbo	  and	  Russian	  political	   tutelage”	   (Judt,	   1990:	  26).	   Scholars	  have	   argued	   that	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8	  The	  dissolution	  of	  Austria-­‐Hungary	  led	  to	  the	  formation	  of	  several	  successor	  states	  on	  its	  former	  territory	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  Treaty	  of	  Saint	  Germain.	  These	  newly	  formed	  countries	  included	  (that	  were	  later	  to	  be	  known	  as)	  Austria,	  Hungary,	  Czechoslovakia,	  Poland	  and	  Yugoslavia.	  	  9	  The	  book	  was	  first	  published	  in	  Polish	  in	  1951	  and	  as	  an	  English	  translation	  in	  1953.	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not	  until	   the	   last	  decade	  of	   the	  Cold	  War	   the	   term	  Central	  Europe	   finally	  experi-­‐enced	  a	  revival	  –	  also	  among	  some	  Western	  Europeans	  (i.e.	  Bugge,	  1999;	  Franzi-­‐netti,	  2008b;	  Rupnik,	  1990).	  	  	  This	  thesis	  has	   largely	  benefited	  from	  Peter	  Bugge’s	  contribution	  “The	  Use	  of	   the	  Middle:	  Mitteleuropa	  vs.	  Střední	  Evropa”.	  In	  this	  article,	  he	  investigates	  how	  middle	  is	  perceived	  from	  the	  Czechoslovak	  point	  of	  view.	  As	  determined	  by	  Bugge	  (1999:	  19),	  the	  middle	  can	  be	  regarded	  “virtuous”,	  “golden”	  and	  “happy”,	  “a	  place	  that	  ex-­‐cluded	   extremes	  while	   containing	   all	   the	   positive	   qualities	   of	   a	   given	   phenome-­‐non”.	  Hence,	  for	  the	  Czechoslovaks	  Central	  Europe	  seemed	  more	  as	  a	  “tool	  for	  es-­‐caping	  from	  ‘Eastern	  Europe’”	  or	  “pushing	  it	  [Eastern	  Europe]	  further	  to	  the	  East”	  (Bugge,	   1999:	   33-­‐34).	   The	   idea	   of	   distancing	   the	  Czech	   and	   Slovak	   lands	   further	  away	  from	  the	  East	  through	  the	  construction	  of	  Central	  Europe	  is	  a	  recurring	  ar-­‐gument	  in	  the	  historiographical	  debates.	  Central	  Europe,	  as	  then	  revived	  by	  Kun-­‐dera	   and	   his	   contemporaries,	  was	   directed	   against	   the	   East,	   Russia	   in	   particular	  (Garton	   Ash,	   1999b).	   In	   the	   last	   decade	   of	   the	   Cold	  War,	   intellectuals	   began	   to	  search	   for	   a	   Central	   European	   political	   space,	  which	  would	   create	   for	   a	   regional	  cultural	   identity	   and	   could	   further	   the	   process	   of	   political	   reform	   (Katzenstein,	  1997:	  5).	  The	  writings	  of	  Czech,	  Hungarian	  and	  Polish	  intellectuals	  principally	  re-­‐constructed	  the	  term	  –	  notably	  Milan	  Kundera,	  György	  Konrad	  and	  the	  aforemen-­‐tioned	  Czesław	  Miłosz,	  respectively	  –	  as	  “an	  intellectual	  and	  political	  alternative	  to	  the	   Soviet-­‐dominated	   ‘Eastern	   Europe’”	   (Garton-­‐Ash,	   1999a).	   Curious	   from	   the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  this	  thesis	  are	  the	  contributions	  by	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Ha-­‐vel,	  which	  will	  be	  analysed	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  4.	  Their	  opinions	  take	  peculi-­‐arly	  opposing	  views	  to	   the	  Czech	   lands	   in	   the	  middle	  of	  Europe	  as	   in	  whether	  or	  not	  they	  had	  a	  unique	  mission	  as	  a	  bridge	  or	  as	  a	  mediator	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  (Bugge,	  1999).	  	  	  	  Regardless	   the	   long	   history	   behind	   the	   term	   Central	   Europe	   (or	   the	   Czech	   term	  
Střední	   Evropa	  as	   an	   equivalent	   for	   the	   German	  Mitteleuropa),	   two	   propositions	  can	  be	  underlined	  concerning	  this	  intriguing	  yet	  controversial	  concept.	  First	  of	  all,	  as	   illustrated	   by	   Herrschel	   (2011),	   it	   is	   the	   geopolitical	   and	   geo-­‐ideological	   “in-­‐between-­‐ness”	  that	  best	  portrays	  Central	  Europe.	  Above	  all,	  Central	  Europe	  repre-­‐
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sented	  itself	  as	  a	  revived	  claim	  for	  the	  autonomy	  of	  the	  lands	  between	  the	  Germans	  and	  the	  Russians,	  seeking	  to	  “establish	  a	  realm	  of	  values,	  geographically	  anchored,	  against	  the	  communist	  imperium”	  (Maier,	  1993:	  66).	  Secondly,	  in	  the	  intellectuals’	  narratives,	  Central	  Europe	  was	  a	  means	  of	  differentiating	  both	  from	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West.	  One	  could	  ask	   if	   these	  countries	   in	   the	  centre	  only	  had	  a	   function	  as	  a	  bridge	  balancing	  between	  one	  power	  and	  the	  other,	  or,	  if	  the	  re-­‐introduction	  of	  the	  concept	   could	   indeed	   enhance	   the	   construction	   of	   its	   unique	   space,	   identity	   and	  culture.	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  explicitly	  expressed	   their	  opinions	  about	   these	  ques-­‐tions,	  which	  will	  be	  exemplified	  in	  the	  following	  chapters.	  	  	  	  	  
2.2. Space,	  Identity	  and	  Others	  	  	  In	  order	  to	  explicate	  the	  positions	  taken	  by	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  in	  re-­‐lation	   to	   the	  abovementioned	  concepts	  of	   the	  East	  and	   the	  Centre	   (and	   the	  West	  therein),	   an	   applicable	   theoretical	   framework	   for	   the	   analysis	   needs	   to	   be	   con-­‐structed.	  As	  argued,	  the	  mapping	  and	  geo-­‐graphing	  of	  the	  European	  space	  during	  the	  Cold	  War	  characterised	  the	  writings	  of	  many	  anti-­‐communist	  intellectuals	  (Ko-­‐vačević,	  2010).	  For	  the	  present	  study,	  two	  interrelated	  theoretical	  frameworks	  will	  be	  developed.	  To	  begin	  with,	  post-­‐colonialism	  is	  a	  popular	  academic	  theory	  used	  to	  analyse	  and	  explain	  discourses	  on	  the	  cultural	  legacies	  of	  colonialism	  and	  imperial-­‐ism,	  and	  can	  be	  strategically	  argued	  in	  relation	  to	  Eastern	  European	  dissident	  writ-­‐ings.	   Second,	  post-­‐structuralism	   is	   a	   theory,	  which	   evolved	   from	  dissident	  move-­‐ments	  in	  the	  1960s.	  It	  is	  centrally	  intertwined	  with	  the	  post-­‐colonial	  tradition	  and	  thereby	  allows	  me	  to	  explain	  relationships	  between	  space	  and	  identities	  in	  relation	  to	  marginality	  and	  exclusion.	  Furthermore,	  it	  allows	  me	  to	  connect	  these	  assump-­‐tions	  to	  the	  geographies	  of	  power	  and	  spatialised	  differentiations	  and	  other	  entan-­‐glements.	  	  	  
2.2.1. Post-­‐colonialism	  	  	  Two	  key	  works,	  which	   explain	   the	  post-­‐colonial	   tradition	   from	   the	  orientalist	   or	  civilizational	  perspectives,	  are	  by	  Edward	  W.	  Said	  and	  Samuel	  P.	  Huntington.	  Said’s	  seminal	  work	  Orientalism:	  Western	  Conceptions	  of	  the	  Orient	  (1979)	  and	  Hunting-­‐
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ton’s	   The	   Clash	   of	   Civilizations	   and	   the	   Remaking	   of	  World	   Order	   (1993/2003)10	  analyse	  in	  depth	  the	  concepts	  of	  the	  “Orient”,	  the	  “East”	  and	  the	  “other”,	  and,	  “civi-­‐lizational	  identities”	  and	  “in-­‐group	  vs.	  other”-­‐dichotomies,	  respectively.	  The	  argu-­‐ments	  presented	  by	  Kundera	   and	  Havel	  will	   not	  be	   taken	  at	   face	   value,	   but	   they	  will	  provide	  a	  foundation	  of	  the	  post-­‐colonial	  orientalist	  debate,	  which	  influenced	  a	  number	  of	   important	   scholars	   for	  my	   research	   from	  Larry	  Wolff	   to	  Milica	  Bakić-­‐Hayden,	  Maria	  Todorova	  and	  the	  aforementioned	  Nataša	  Kovačević.	  	  	  First	   of	   all,	   Edward	  W.	   Said’s	   work	  Orientalism	   is	   arguably	   the	   best-­‐known	   and	  most	   cited	   account	   on	   the	   idea	   of	   the	  Orient	   as	  Europe’s	  Eastern	   “other”.	  As	  de-­‐fined	  by	  Said	  (1979:	  1-­‐2):	  The	  Orient	   is	  not	  only	  adjacent	   to	  Europe.	   It	   is	   also	   the	  place	  of	  Eu-­‐rope’s	  greatest	  and	  richest	  and	  oldest	  colonies,	  the	  source	  of	  its	  civili-­‐zations	  and	   languages,	   its	   cultural	   contestant,	   and	  one	  of	   its	  deepest	  and	  most	  recurring	  images	  of	  the	  Other	  […]	   the	  Orient	  has	  helped	  to	  define	  Europe	  (or	  the	  West)	  as	  its	  contrasting	  image,	  idea,	  personality,	  experience.	  	  	  Said’s	  Orientalism	   thereby	  posits	   the	   “us”	   (as	   the	  Europeans)	   against	   “them”	   (as	  the	  non-­‐Europeans),	  but	  at	  the	  same	  time	  he	  views	  Orientalism	  as	  a	  considerable	  dimension	   of	   our	  modern	   culture.	   Said	   argues	   that	   the	   practice	   of	  making	   these	  geographical	  distinctions	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  “our”	  and	  “their”	  spaces	  can	  be	  “entirely	  arbitrary”	  (Said,	  1979:	  54).	  He	  comprehends	  that	  these	  contradictions	  are	  nothing	  but	  imaginative,	  which	  can	  be	  reduced	  to	  nothing	  more	  than	  setting	  up	  of	  bounda-­‐ries	  in	  one’s	  own	  mind.	  Said	  nonetheless	  asserts	  that	  the	  construction	  of	  identities	  always	   involves	   the	   establishment	  of	   opposites	  whose	  differences	   are	   always	   in-­‐terpreted	   and	   re-­‐interpreted:	   As	   he	   claims,	   “each	   age	   and	   society	   re-­‐creates	   its	  ‘Others’”	  (Said,	  1979:	  332).	  Despite	  the	  controversies	  in	  Said’s	  arguments	  and	  the	  subsequent	  criticisms,	  his	  contribution	  to	  the	  post-­‐colonial	  theory	  as	  well	  as	  to	  the	  study	  of	  the	  Eastern	  European	  spaces	  and	  identities	  against	  others	  can	  be	  regarded	  significant.	  	  	  Samuel	  P.	  Huntington,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  adopts	  an	  argument	  of	  civilisations	  to	  the	  study	  of	  the	  demarcations	  between	  the	  West	  and	  the	  “Rest”.	  Huntington	  does	  not	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  10	  The	  original	  essay	  of	  this	  work	  was	  published	  in	  Foreign	  Affairs	  in	  1993.	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contribute	   to	   the	  post-­‐colonial	   tradition	  per	   se,	   but	  his	  propositions	  on	   the	   rela-­‐tionship	  between	  the	  segregations	  to	  “us”	  and	  “them”	  and	  identities	  are	  useful	  for	  understanding	  Said’s	  earlier	   thesis	  on	  Orientalism.11	  Huntington	  (1993/2003:	  20,	  33)	   argues	   that	   “for	   peoples	   seeking	   identity	   and	   reinventing	   ethnicity,	   enemies	  are	  essential”.	  Corresponding	  to	  Said’s	  assertions,	  he	  proposes	  that	  people	  are	  al-­‐ways	  tempted	  to	  divide	  themselves	  into	  “us”	  and	  “them”,	  which	  includes	  the	  civi-­‐lised	  or	   “in-­‐group”	   on	  one	   side,	   and	   the	   “others”	   or	   the	  barbarians	  on	   the	  other.	  Huntington	  agrees	  with	  Said’s	  critique	  on	  the	  assigned	  superiority	  of	  the	  Western-­‐ers	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   the	   East.	   He	   thus	   suggests	   that	   instead	   of	   the	  West-­‐East	   division,	   it	  would	  be	  more	  appropriate	  to	  speak	  of	  the	  West	  versus	  “the	  Rest”,	  which	  does	  not	  categorise	  the	  “Rest”	  as	  a	  single	  unified	  category	  as	  part	  of	  another	  civilisation.	  	  	  These	  accounts	  by	  both	  Said	  and	  Huntington	  on	  the	  peculiarity	  of	  the	  strict	  East-­‐West	  demarcation	  have	  added	  great	  value	  to	  the	  scholarship,	  but	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	   this	   study,	   their	   views	  will	   be	   applied	   only	   deliberately.	   I	   will	   not	   argue	   that	  Eastern	  Europe	  had	  suffered	  any	  colonial	   exploitation12	  as	  Said	  had	  claimed	   (see	  Kovačević,	  2010).	   Instead,	   in	   the	   light	  of	  my	  approach	  to	   the	  concepts	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	   and	  Orientalism,	  Milica	  Bakić-­‐Hayden’s	   analysis	   of	   the	   “gradation	   of	  Ori-­‐ents”	   and	   the	   shifting	   hierarchies	   of	   East	   and	  West	   in	   the	   Balkan	   identities	   best	  correspond	   to	   this	   study	   of	   European	   hierarchies	   in	   Eastern	   Europe.	   Bakić-­‐Hayden’s	  article	  “Nesting	  Orientalisms:	  The	  Case	  of	  Former	  Yugoslavia”	  maintains	  that	  Orientalism	  can	  be	  viewed	  as	  something	  more	  than	  just	  a	  place	  and	  that	  it	  in-­‐cludes	  various	  “nesting	  orientalisms”	  that	  distance	  Balkan	  self-­‐identities	  from	  the	  actual	   other,	   in	   this	   context	   from	   the	  Ottoman	  Turks.	   In	   this	   respect,	   she	   alleges	  that	   Balkanism	   can	   be	   viewed	   as	   a	   “variation	   on	   the	   orientalist	   theme”	   (Bakić-­‐Hayden,	  1995:	  920).	  Bakić-­‐Hayden	  insists	  that	  in	  the	  post-­‐colonial	  world,	  the	  lan-­‐guage	  of	  Orientalism	  still	  entails	  a	  rhetorical	  force,	  which	  stigmatises	  societies	  that	  are	  not	  labelled	  as	  Western.	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  11	  Samuel	  P.	  Huntington	  published	  his	  book	  after	  the	  Cold	  War	  in	  1993,	  and	  many	  of	  his	  arguments	  are	  based	  on	  the	  developments	  post-­‐1989.	  Nevertheless,	  they	  are	  centrally	  applicable	  for	  the	  pur-­‐pose	  of	  constructing	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  of	  this	  thesis.	  	  12	  As	  a	  clarification,	  Eastern	  European	  states	  have	  frequently	  been	  referred	  to	  as	  post-­‐colonial,	  re-­‐flecting	  a	  certain	  time	  lag	  inherent	  in	  their	  identities	  (Forrester	  et	  al.,	  2004).	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This	  “symbolic	  geography”13	  (Bakić-­‐Hayden	  &	  Hayden,	  1992;	  Krasztev,	  2011)	  has	  enabled	  the	  West	  to	  define	  its	  own	  identity	  and	  role	  in	  spreading	  civilisation	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  the	  Eastern	  inferiority.	  Bakić-­‐Hayden	  (1995:	  922)	  demonstrates	  in	  her	  “nesting	  orientalisms”-­‐argument	  that	  the	  Former	  Yugoslavia	  poses	  an	  example	  of	  the	  rede-­‐ployment	  of	  the	  old	  dividing	  lines	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  new	  political	  identities.	  Following	  Bakić-­‐Hayden’s	  presuppositions	  on	  the	  Orient,	  Maria	  Todorova	  respec-­‐tively	  undertakes	  a	  position	  somewhere	  in	  the	  middle.	   In	  her	  book	  Imagining	  the	  
Balkans	  Todorova	  (1997:	  16-­‐18)	  furthers	  Bakić-­‐Hayden’s	  argument	  of	  the	  Balkans	  as	  a	  simple	  “orientalist	  variation”	  by	  asserting	  that	  Balkans	  can	  be	  illustrated	  as	  a	  bridge	  between	  East	  and	  West	  or	  as	  the	  “in-­‐between-­‐ers”	  posing	  a	  character	  of	  an	  incomplete	  self	  against	  an	  incomplete	  other.	  	  	  	  Nataša	  Kovačević’s	  past	  research	  follows	  a	  theoretical	  framework	  that	  comprises	  a	  majority	  of	  these	  abovementioned	  factors,	  and	  hence,	  it	  is	  highly	  relevant	  for	  this	  study	  of	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals.	  She	  argues	  that	  many	  of	  the	  dissidents	  in	  East-­‐ern	  Europe	  participated	  in	  and	  helped	  to	  strengthen	  the	  orientalist-­‐type	  discursive	  tradition:	   “[…]	   Eastern	   European	   societies	   have	   been	   subjected	   to	   a	   structurally	  similar	  Orientalist	  discourse	  denoting	  a	  position	  of	   inferiority	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  West”	   (Kovačević,	   2010:	   132).	   Her	   views	   resemble	  with	   the	   ones	   of	   Larry	  Wolff	  that,	   as	   in	  Orientalism,	   “intellectual	   discovery	   and	  mastery	   could	   not	   be	   entirely	  separated	   from	   the	   possibility	   of	   real	   conquest”	   (Kovačević,	   2008:	   3).	   In	   other	  words,	  she	  implies	  that	  the	  long	  history	  of	  emphasising	  Western	  superiority	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Eastern	  Europe	  (as	  argued	  by	  Wolff)	  is	  always	  built	  on	  the	  asymmetrical	  rela-­‐tions	  of	  power	  (Kovačević,	  2010:	  132-­‐133).	  Contributions	  by	  the	  dissident	  intellec-­‐tuals	   thereby	   participate	   in	   the	   orientalist	   tradition	   to	   a	   considerable	   degree,	  which	  is	  seen	  in	  their	  way	  of	  distancing	  from	  Communism	  and	  emancipating	  their	  homelands	  through	  bleaching	  the	  Eastern	  cultural	  “blackness”.	  The	  Eastern	  Euro-­‐pean	  Orientalism,	  as	  Kovačević	  identifies	  it,	  can	  be	  characterised	  as	  the	  deliberate	  self-­‐colonising	  tendency	  by	  the	  Eastern	  Europeans	  against	  the	  West.	  	  	  Finally,	  victimisation,	  one	  of	  the	  central	  themes	  of	  this	  thesis,	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  relation	   to	   the	   abovementioned	   characterisations	   of	   post-­‐colonialism.	   Victimisa-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  13	  Has	  also	  been	  referred	  to	  as	  ”imaginative	  geography”	  (Krasztev,	  2011).	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tion	   is	   a	  perpetual	  part	  of	  post-­‐colonialism,	  yet	   it	   is	   always	   subject	   to	  one’s	  own	  self-­‐perception.	  Maria	  Todorova	  (2010:	  181)	  asks	  whether	  the	  1989	  revolution	  of	  Czechoslovakia	  was	  an	  “anticolonial	  revolution”	  and	  accepts	  that	  it	  was	  perhaps	  so	  in	  the	  view	  of	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals.	  She	  maintains	  that	  the	  discourses	  of	  vic-­‐timisation	  and	  the	   language	  of	  morality	  and	  common	  sense	  offered	  a	  way	  for	  the	  Eastern	  European	  dissidents	  to	  be	  placed	  in	  alliance	  with	  the	  West	  about	  Eastern	  Communism.	   In	   other	  words,	   their	   narratives	   comprised	   a	   particular	   ideological	  dimension	  through	  which	  to	   legitimise	  their	  “rescue”	   from	  the	  Eastern	  Europe	  to	  the	  bounties	  of	  the	  West	  (Kovačević	  2008;	  2010).	  The	  notion	  of	  victimhood	  in	  re-­‐gard	  to	  the	  post-­‐communist	  tradition	  acts	  as	  the	  primary	  framework	  for	  my	  analy-­‐sis	  of	  Kundera	  and	  Havel.	  Still,	  for	  a	  more	  thorough	  understanding	  of	  the	  complexi-­‐ties	   of	   their	   geo-­‐graphings	   and	   mappings	   of	   Europe,	   the	   relationship	   between	  space	  and	   identity	  as	  well	  as	   the	  meanings	  of	  spatialised	  differentiations	  shall	  be	  addressed.	  	  	  
2.2.2. Post-­‐structuralism	  	  	  	  Post-­‐structuralism	   is	   an	   intellectual	  movement	   that	   emerged	   in	   the	  wake	  of	   stu-­‐dent	   and	   worker	   revolts	   against	   the	   established	   systems	   in	   the	   late	   1960s.	   It	  evolved	  from	  the	  dissident	  movement	  and	  its	  core	  belief	  is	  that	  systems	  find	  their	  places	  or	  meanings	  through	  differentiation	  from	  each	  other.	  Notions	  such	  as	  pow-­‐er,	   identity	   and	   all	   kinds	   of	   marginalisations	   or	   exclusions	   characterise	   post-­‐structuralism,	  which	  are	  important	  considerations	  for	  the	  study	  of	  dissidents	  and	  in-­‐between-­‐ness.	  When	  assessing	  post-­‐structuralism	  as	  regards	  the	  present	  study,	  two	  essential	  characterisations	  shall	  be	  addressed:	  post-­‐structuralism	  as	  the	  theo-­‐risation	   of	   identity	   and	   the	   meanings	   attached	   to	   the	   spatialised	   organisations	  through	  discourses.	  	  	  Thomas	   Diez	   (2004:	   321)	   asserts	   that	   one	   of	   the	   key	   contributions	   of	   the	   post-­‐structuralist	  theory	  is	  the	  theorisation	  of	  identity	  and,	  in	  particular,	  how	  identity	  is	  related	  to	  difference.	  “Otherings”	  between	  geographically	  defined	  political	  entities	  are	   seen	  as	   the	  most	   exclusive	  ones,	   as	   in	   the	   case	  of	   colonial	   encounters	  where	  geographical	  distinctions	  have	  been	  drawn	  between	  the	  backward	  and	  the	  civilised	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entities.	  For	   instance,	   in	  her	  analysis	  of	   the	  discourses	  of	   the	  Bosnian	  war	   in	   the	  1990s,	  Lene	  Hansen	  (2006:	  46-­‐47)	  argues	  that	  identity	  is	  always	  spatially,	  tempo-­‐rally	  or	  ethically	  situated.	  Understanding	  identity	  as	  spatially	  constructed	  is	  to	  say	  that	   “identity	   is	   relationally	   constituted	   and	   always	   involves	   the	   construction	   of	  boundaries	  and	  thereby	  the	  delineation	  of	  space”,	  which	  is	  constructed	  against	  the	  external	   other.	   Obviously,	   identity	   construction	   does	   not	   necessarily	   need	   to	   be	  based	  on	   the	  delineation	  of	   the	  spatial	  other,	  but	  as	  Diez	  (2004)	  claims,	  spatially	  defined	  otherings	  tend	  to	  be	  stronger.	  Similarly,	  Doreen	  Massey	  (2005:	  183)	  pos-­‐tulates	   that	   “the	  differential	  placing	  of	   local	  struggles	  within	   the	  complex	  power-­‐geometry	   of	   spatial	   relations	   is	   a	   key	   element	   in	   the	   formation	   of	   their	   political	  identities	  and	  politics”.	  By	  this	  Massey	  proposes	  that	  the	  spatial	  relations	  embrace	  the	  power	  not	  only	  to	  pose	  the	  question	  of	  the	  identity	  but	  also	  of	  political	  activity	  (see	  also	  Hansen,	  2006).	  This	  aspect	   intertwines	  with	  the	  debates	  on	  Central	  Eu-­‐rope,	  in	  particular.	  	  Secondly,	  the	  post-­‐structuralist	  theory	  initially	  emerged	  from	  the	  analysis	  of	  texts	  and	  the	  generation	  of	  textual	  meanings.	  Post-­‐structuralists	  have	  been	  particularly	  concerned	   about	   the	  multiplicity	   of	  meaning,	  which	   leads	   into	   a	   concern	   for	   the	  multiplicity	  of	  identities	  (Murdoch,	  2006).	  From	  the	  post-­‐structuralist	  perspective,	  meaning,	  identity	  and	  space	  have	  become	  closely	  intertwined,	  and	  therefore,	  space	  should	  be	  seen	  as	  open	  and	  engaged	  with	  other	  spaces	  and	  places.	  As	  argued	  by	  Murdoch	   (2006:	   18),	   this	   can	   lead	   to	   struggles	   over	   whose	   “reading”	   of	   spatial	  identities	  and	  spatial	  practices	  should	  take	  priority.	  Spatial	  relations	  can	  therefore	  also	  be	  characterised	  as	  power	  relations	  where	  differences	  are	  always	  positioned	  in	   space.	   The	   differentiations	   are	  mirrored	   through	   discursive	   practices	   of	   “sim-­‐plistic	  distinctions”	  and	  “over-­‐simplified	  conception	  of	  ‘difference’”	  (Hall	  &	  Gieben,	  1992:	   280).	   Binary	   relations	   are	   often	   orientalised,	   as	   proposed	   by	   Said	   for	   in-­‐stance,	  and	  by	  this	  strategy,	  differences	  are	  often	  simplified	  and	  stereotyped:	  “the	  Rest	   becomes	   defined	   as	   everything	   that	   the	  West	   is	   not”	   (Hall	   &	   Gieben,	   1992:	  308).	  	  Finally,	  dissidence	  is	  a	  fundamental	  element	  of	  the	  post-­‐structuralist	  theory.	  “Dis-­‐sident”,	  as	  argued	  by	  Kacper	  Szulecki	  (2009:	  7),	  is	  merely	  a	  concept	  developed	  by	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Western	   discourses	   on	   Eastern	   Europe	   and	   non-­‐Western	   others,	   and	   therefore	  dissidents	  have	  been	  important	   in	  the	  processes	  of	   identity	  creation	  between	  the	  Western	   self	   against	   the	   Eastern	   European	   other.	   Szulecki	   has	   argued	   that	   since	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  Eastern	  European	  other	  is	  a	  spatial	  construction,	  the	  concept	  of	  “Central	  Europe”	  has	  been	   a	  way	   for	   the	  dissidents	   to	   separate	   themselves	   from	  the	  Russian	  East.	  The	  representations	  and	  discourses	  of	  dissidents	  have	  challenged	  the	  spatial	  power	  relations	  and	  differentiations,	  which	  have	  had	  long-­‐term	  conse-­‐quences	  on	  their	  countries	  not	  only	  ideationally	  but	  also	  politically.	  These	  contest-­‐ed	  meanings	  of	  Europe	  through	  the	  use	  of	  language,	  texts	  with	  multiple	  meanings,	  have	   confronted	   the	   essential	   understandings	   of	   the	   European	   space	   (Mishkova,	  2008;	  Murdoch,	  2006).	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  were	  undoubtedly	  in	  the	  forefront	  of	  these	  processes.	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3. METHODS	  AND	  MATERIAL	  	  	  	  As	  previously	  illustrated	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  post-­‐structuralist	  theory,	  an	  analysis	  of	  texts	   and	   textual	  meanings	   forms	   the	   core	   of	   this	   study	   of	   spatialised	   identities	  constructing	  differentiations	  among	  us.	  The	  choice	  of	  dissident	  writings	  to	  assess	  the	  Cold	  War	  spatialiations	  of	   the	  East,	   the	  West	  and	  the	  Centre	   is	  an	   interesting	  and	  a	  compelling	  one:	  the	  dissident	  narratives	  overlap	  with	  the	  Western	  Cold	  War	  discourses,	  which	  combined	  cultural	  racism	  with	  political	  and	  geographic	  hierar-­‐chies,	   linking	   democracy	  with	   the	  West	   and	   authoritarianism	  with	   the	   East	   (Ko-­‐vačević,	  2010).	  The	  dissidents	  did	  not	  only	  participate	  in	  the	  discursive	  tradition	  of	  drawing	  sometimes	  oversimplified	  and	  stereotyped	  distinctions	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  on	  civilizational	  lines,	  but	  they	  also	  contributed	  to	  defining	  the	  idea-­‐tional	  concepts	  of	  one’s	  space	  and	  place	  as	  an	  “in-­‐between-­‐er”	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  Eu-­‐rope.	  	  	  The	  majority	  of	  east-­‐central	  European	  countries	  can	  be	  characterised	   in	  substan-­‐tial	  measure	  the	  inventions	  of	  writers,	  creating	  new	  identities	  and	  new	  social	  and	  political	  realities	  (Wachtel,	  2006).	  In	  most	  cases,	  however,	  dissident	  writers,	  feel-­‐ing	   part	   of	   both	   their	   native	   countries	   and	   the	  wider	   homeland	   of	   Europe,	  were	  “torn	  between	  perspectives	  on	  crucial	  values”	  (Szulecki,	  2009:	  7).	  The	  idea	  of	  the	  orientalist	  confrontation	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  on	  one	  side,	  and	  the	  ques-­‐tions	  of	   identity	  and	  space	  of	   the	  Czechoslovak	   lands	   in	   the	  middle	  on	   the	  other,	  will	  be	  addressed	  in	  this	  thesis.	  The	  research	  is	  done	  through	  a	  deductive	  analysis	  of	  the	  primary	  material	  of	  Kundera	  and	  Havel,	  enriched	  with	  reflections	  to	  the	  key	  aspects	   of	   dissident	   opposition	   in	   the	   communist	   East-­‐Central	   Europe	   in	   1968–1989.	  Section	  3.1.	  examines	  the	  primary	  material	  and	  the	  relevant	  secondary	  ma-­‐terial	  (i.e.	  interviews	  and	  biographies)	  of	  both	  Kundera	  and	  Havel.	  In	  the	  following	  section	  3.2.,	  the	  methods	  used	  in	  the	  research	  will	  be	  introduced	  through	  classify-­‐ing	  them	  into	  four	  categories	  of	  interpretation.	  	  
3.1.	  Sources:	  Literature	  by	  and	  of	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  	  It	  shall	  be	  underlined	  that	  this	  thesis	  is	  neither	  a	  traditional	  literature	  analysis	  nor	  a	   full-­‐scale	   discourse	   analysis.	   Instead,	   it	   looks	   at	   the	  modes	   of	   perceiving	   space	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and	  spatial	  relationships	  through	  a	  critical	  analysis	  of	  the	  primary	  literary	  material	  supported	  with	  secondary	  literature,	  which	  further	  explains	  the	  positions	  adopted	  by	  the	  two	  authors.	   It	  uses	  the	  primary	  material	  selected	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  how	  in-­‐trinsically	  they	  address	  the	  historical	  and	  theoretical	  traditions	  as	  identified	  in	  the	  previous	  section.	  These	  fictional	  and	  factual	  novels,	  plays,	  essays	  and	  speeches,	  all	  of	  which	  are	  studied	  as	  English	  translations,14	  are	  thereafter	  supported	  with	  close-­‐ly	  relevant	  secondary	  literature,	  such	  as	  interviews,	  biographical	  works	  and	  book	  reviews	  by	  mostly	  non-­‐Czechoslovak	  authors	  and	  scholars.	  The	  selected	  primary	  literature	  will	  be	  limited	  to	  the	  period	  1968–1989.	  	  	  The	  year	  1968	  has	  been	  chosen	  as	   the	  starting	  point	   for	   this	   thesis	   for	   two	  main	  reasons.	  First	  of	  all,	   the	  events	  of	  August	  1968	   in	  Czechoslovakia,	  along	  with	   the	  1948	  revolution,	  marked	  one	  of	  the	  defining	  moments	  of	  Czechoslovak	  history	  in	  the	   twentieth	   century.	   The	   Soviet	   invasion	   of	   Prague	   doomed	   Czechoslovakia’s	  attempt	  to	  develop	  its	  own	  “Socialism	  with	  a	  Human	  Face”15	  and	  started	  a	  period	  that	  came	  to	  be	  known	  as	  “Normalisation”	  (i.e.	  Cashman,	  2008;	  Steiner,	  2000).	  Af-­‐ter	   the	   short	   period	   of	   the	   reforms	   that	   brought	   back	   the	   status	  quo,	   censorship	  was	  abandoned,	  elements	  of	  market	  economy	  were	  introduced	  and	  frontiers	  with	  the	  West	  were	  to	  be	  reopened,	  750,000	  foreign	  troops	  from	  the	  Warsaw	  Pact	  coun-­‐tries	  ceased	  all	  these	  reformist	  actions	  on	  August	  21st	  1968	  (Holý,	  2008).	  The	  fol-­‐lowing	  Jan	  Palach	  incident	  in	  January	  1969,	  when	  a	  Prague	  student	  set	  himself	  to	  fire	  as	  a	  protest	  against	  the	  growing	  apathy,	  shocked	  the	  public	  at	  home	  and	  con-­‐sequently	  motivated	  the	  dissident	  writers	  to	  disclose	  their	  sufferings.	  	  	  One	  of	  the	  most	  significant	  scholarly	  disclosures	  of	  the	  1968	  events	  was	  the	  intel-­‐lectual	  dispute	  between	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  over	  the	  question	  of	  the	  “Czech	   Destiny”	   (1968–1969).	   This	   dispute,	   I	  would	   argue,	   turned	   out	   to	   be	   the	  most	   important	  historical	  debate	  between	   the	  dissidents	  on	   the	  Czechoslovakian	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  14	  Interpretation	  of	  the	  primary	  material	  might	  be	  altered	  since	  information	  might	  have	  been	  omit-­‐ted	  or	  edited	  in	  the	  translation	  process.	  Some	  of	  Kundera’s	  works,	  The	  Joke	  in	  particular,	  has	  expe-­‐rienced	  a	  translation	  metamorphosis	  due	  to	  the	  extensive	  number	  of	  different	  editions.	  More	  on	  translations	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  literature	  in	  Eastern	  Europe	  and	  Russia	  in	  Baer	  ed.	  (2011).	  	  15	  In	  1968	  the	  Czechoslovak	  Communist	  Party	  leader	  Alexander	  Dubček	  put	  forward	  a	  reform,	  which	  would	  liberalise	  and	  democratise	  the	  communist	  regime.	  This	  objective	  descriptively	  became	  known	  as	  “Socialism	  with	  a	  Human	  Face”.	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space	  and	  fate	  between	  the	  eastern	  and	  western	  influences.	  Moreover,	  this	  polemi-­‐cal	  debate	  was	  among	  the	  last	  writings	  that	  these	  authors	  were	  permitted	  to	  pub-­‐lish	  in	  the	  communist	  Czechoslovakia	  until	   its	   fall	   in	  1989	  (Sabatos,	  2008:	  1832).	  In	  the	  late	  1960s,	  along	  with	  the	  essays	  on	  Czech	  destiny,	  Milan	  Kundera	  published	  one	  of	  his	  earliest	  and	  most	  famous	  novels,	  The	  Joke,	  shortly	  before	  the	  Soviet	  inva-­‐sion	  in	  1968.	  	  	  	  As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  Prague	  Spring	  events,	  the	  dissident	  intellectual	  narratives	  inten-­‐sified	  in	  the	  following	  decade,	  particularly	  after	  the	  1975	  Helsinki	  Accords,16	  which	  provided	  new	  hope	   for	   the	   intellectuals	  of	  Czechoslovakia	  and	  Hungary	   from	  the	  West,	   specifically	   from	   the	  human	  rights	   “basket”	  of	  agreements	  accepted	  by	   the	  Soviet	   President	   Brezhnev	   (Maier,	   1993:	   66).	   Most	   of	   the	   primary	  material	   that	  will	  be	  analysed	  concentrate	  on	  the	  developments	  after	  the	  1975	  Helsinki	  Final	  Act	  agreement,	  which	   sought	   to	   ease	   out	   of	   the	   East-­‐West	   relations.	   The	  Charter	  77	  movement	  presented	  one	  of	  the	  key	  developments	  in	  consequence.	  Charter	  77	  was	  a	  declaration	  issued	  by	  a	  group	  of	  Czech	  intellectuals	  who	  criticised	  their	  govern-­‐ment	  for	  violating	  the	  International	  Covenants	  Rights,	  which	  had	  just	  been	  includ-­‐ed	  as	  a	  part	  of	  the	  national	   law.	  The	  declaration	  was	  regarded	  as	  a	  political	  chal-­‐lenge	   to	   the	   establishment	   (Longworth	   1997),	   and	   it	   entailed	   repercussions	   and	  retaliations	  for	  its	  writers,	  including	  Václav	  Havel.	  Applicable	  sources	  of	  this	  peri-­‐od	  include	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  novels	  Life	  is	  Elsewhere	  (1973)	  and	  The	  Book	  of	  Laugh-­‐
ter	  and	  Forgetting	  (1978),	  as	  well	  as	  Havel’s	  public	  letter	  “Dear	  Dr.	  Husák”	  (1975)	  and	  a	   treatise	   “The	  Power	  of	   the	  Powerless”	   (1978),	  which	  was	  published	   in	   the	  wake	  of	  the	  Charter	  77	  movement.	  	  In	  the	  following	  decade,	  the	  debate	  on	  the	  return	  of	  Central	  Europe	  got	  underway	  and	  an	   increasing	  number	  of	   intellectuals	  contributed	   to	   it.	  One	  of	   the	   important	  works	  sparking	  the	  debate	  was	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  essay	  “The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Eu-­‐rope”	  (1984).	  The	  same	  year	  Kundera	  also	  published	  one	  of	  his	  most	  famous	  nov-­‐els	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being,	  which	  remains	  the	  last	  work	  by	  Kundera	  to	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  16	  Also	  known	  as	  the	  Helsinki	  Final	  Act	  of	  the	  Conference	  on	  Security	  and	  Co-­‐operation	  in	  Europe,	  which	  was	  signed	  by	  35	  states	  agreeing	  to	  reduce	  Cold	  War	  tensions	  between	  the	  Communist	  bloc	  and	  the	  West.	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be	  assessed	   in	   this	   thesis.17	  After	   four	  years	  of	   imprisonment	  due	   to	   the	  political	  crimes	  of	   the	  Charter	  77,	  Václav	  Havel	  recommenced	  his	  writing	  career	   from	  the	  original	   playwright	   to	   writing	   polemic	   essays	   and	   speeches.	   Havel’s	   important	  works	   included	   “Politics	   and	   Conscience”	   (1984),	   “Six	   Asides	   about	   Culture”	  (1984),	   “Anatomy	   of	   a	   Reticence”	   (1985)	   “Acceptance	   Speech,	   Erasmus	   Prize”	  (1986),	  “Stories	  and	  Totalitarianism”	  (1987)	  and	  “A	  Word	  About	  Words”	  in	  1989,	  which	  marks	  the	  ending	  point	  of	  my	  research.	  In	  November	  1989	  the	  communist	  system	  began	  to	  collapse	  and	  freedom,	  the	  utopian	  dream	  of	  many	  of	  these	  dissi-­‐dents,	  became	  a	  reality.	  	  	  A	   range	   of	   primary	  material	   has	   been	   chosen	   in	   the	   framework	   of	   the	   historio-­‐graphical	  debate	  on	  the	  East	  and	  the	  Centre.	  In	  order	  to	  enhance	  my	  analysis	  and	  place	   it	   more	   effectively	   in	   the	   historical	   context,	   secondary	   literature	   on	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  as	  well	  as	  on	  dissidence	   in	  general,	  will	  be	  addressed.	  Various	   book	   reviews	   and	   author	   interviews	  will	   be	   taken	   into	   account,	  most	   of	  which	  evaluate	  the	  contemporary	  significance	  of	   the	  dissident	  works.	  Most	  of	  all,	  biographies	  on	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  are	  highly	  useful	   for	  constructing	  relevant	  ar-­‐guments	   based	   on	   analyses	   of	   the	   authors’	   life	   stories.	   For	   Milan	   Kundera,	   im-­‐portant	   secondary	   materials	   used	   are	   by	   Banerjee	   (1990),	   Garton	   Ash	   (1990;	  1999a)	   Gutthy	   (ed.)	   (2009),	   Kovačević	   (2008;	   2010),	   Píchová	   (2002),	   Sabatos	  (2008)	   and	   West	   (2009).	   One	   way	   or	   another,	   these	   scholars	   have	   concerned	  themselves	  with	  the	  peculiarities	  and	  complexities	  in	  Kundera’s	  thought	  as	  exem-­‐plified	  through	  his	  narratives	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  his	  personal	  tragedy	  as	  an	  émigré	  from	  his	  home	  country.	  Biographical	  works	  on	  Václav	  Havel	   comprise	  accounts	  by	  Garton	  Ash	  (1990;	  1999a),	  Keane	  (2000)	  Popescu	  (2011),	  Sabatos	  (2008),	  Tucker	  (2000)	  and	  West	   (2009),	   which	   concern	   Havel’s	   stalwart	   position	   as	   a	   censored	  writer	  under	  the	  communist	  propaganda.	  	  	  	  For	  a	  more	  comprehensive	  image	  of	  the	  dissident	  writing	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Cold	  War	  spa-­‐tial	  relations,	  other	  supporting	  material	  such	  as	  interviews	  and	  book	  reviews	  will	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  17	  Since	  the	  mid-­‐1980	  Kundera	  began	  to	  cut	  his	  ties	  with	  his	  native	  land	  and	  adopted	  France	  as	  his	  new	  home	  country.	  Hence,	  the	  themes	  of	  his	  novels	  also	  got	  distanced	  from	  his	  traumatic	  experi-­‐ences	  of	  the	  East	  (Čulik,	  2000). 	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be	  utilised.	  The	  New	  York	  Times	  has	  published	  various	  articles	  and	  commentaries	  on	  Milan	  Kundera	  in	  particular,	  such	  as	  interviews	  by	  Philip	  Roth	  (1980)	  and	  Olga	  Carlisle	  (1985).	  The	  latter	  is	  particularly	  valuable	  as	  it	  deepens	  the	  arguments	  pre-­‐sented	   in	   “The	   Tragedy	   of	   Central	   Europe”	   (1984).	   Interviews	   and	   reviews	   on	  Václav	  Havel,	  however,	  can	  only	  rarely	  be	   found	   in	  English.	  One	  book,	  Disturbing	  
the	  peace:	  a	   conversation	  with	  Karel	  Hvizd’ala	   (1990),	  discusses	  Havel’s	   progress	  from	  an	  activist	  playwright	  to	  the	  president	  of	  Czechoslovakia.	  It	  comprises	  a	  col-­‐lection	   of	   interviews	   conducted	   between	   1985	   and	   1986	   by	   an	   exiled	   journalist	  Karel	   Hvizd’ala.	   This	   book	   is	   essentially	   important	   for	   understanding	   Havel’s	  growth	  and	  development	  through	  the	  turbulent	  period	  in	  Czechoslovakia’s	  history.	  	  	  As	  highlighted	  above,	  the	  primary	  source	  material	  by	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  has	  been	  selected	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  conceptual	  framework.	  Some	  sources	  centrally	  address	  the	  research	  questions	  of	  this	  thesis;	  others	  deliberately	  or	  imprudently	  omit	  cer-­‐tain	  aspects	  or	  silence	  about	  them.	  The	  differences	  in	  articulating	  these	  themes	  are	  also	  very	  noteworthy	  as	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  analysis.	  Hence,	  this	  study	  adopts	  the	  “argumentom	  e	  silentio”,	  an	  argument	  from	  silence,18	  which	  is	  useful	  for	  the	  com-­‐parative	  study	  of	  the	  two	  authors.	  	  	  
3.2.	  Categories	  of	  Interpretation	  	  The	  methods	  in	  practice	  will	  largely	  follow	  the	  stages	  already	  grounded	  in	  Chapter	  2	  construing	  the	  historical	  and	  theoretical	  framework.	  The	  categories	  of	  interpre-­‐tation	  consist	  of	  four	  different	  sections.	  The	  first	  two	  categories	  address	  the	  rather	  broad	  issues	  in	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  perceptions	  of	  their	  “Czechness”	  as	  regards	  to	  
Russia	  and	  the	  East	  and	  Central	  Europe	  or	  Střední	  Evropa,	  respectively.	   The	   third	  and	  the	  fourth	  categories	  intertwine	  these	  first	  two	  categories	  of	  the	  East	  and	  the	  Centre	  to	  the	  questions	  of	  dissidence	  and	  Cold	  War	  space.	  Moreover,	  they	  narrow	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  analysis	  to	  the	  key	  research	  objectives.	  The	  third	  category	  explains	  the	  notion	  of	  victimhood,	  which	  I	  understand	  more	  as	  a	  profound	  personal	  tragedy	  as	  regards	  to	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  narratives,	  and	  as	  an	  antonym	  to	  perpetration	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  18	  An	  argument	  from	  silence	  does	  not	  rely	  on	  accepted	  evidence	  statements,	  on	  which	  a	  historian’s	  typical	  conclusion	  would	  be	  based.	  The	  conclusion	  is	  instead	  based	  on	  the	  absence	  of	  statements	  in	  the	  historical	  document,	  not	  their	  presence.	  (Lange,	  1966)	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and,	  in	  this	  context,	  to	  responsibility.	  The	  last	  category	  examines	  the	  second	  aspect	  of	  my	  research	  question,	  fate	  or	  destiny,19	  which	  essentially	  implies	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  whole	  nation	  as	  part	  of	  an	  all-­‐encompassing	  national	  experience	  rather	  than	  mere-­‐ly	  an	  individual	  misery	  or	  suffering.	  	  	  The	  first	  thematic	  category	  applied	  to	  the	  entire	  pool	  of	  literary	  references	  is	  Rus-­‐
sia	  and	   the	  East.	  Concerning	   Kundera	   and	   Havel’s	   “Czechness”	   in	   relation	   to	   the	  Russian	  “other”,	  it	  is	  first	  essential	  to	  gain	  an	  understanding	  of	  their	  insights	  on	  the	  presence	  of	  Russia	  and	  Eastern	  Europe	  as	  the	  characterising	  concepts	  of	  their	  na-­‐tions	  and	  national	  identities.	  This	  category	  of	  analysis	  adopts	  the	  historiographical	  debate	  on	  Eastern	  Europe.	  Its	  focus	  is	  on	  the	  “Wolffian”	  (Wolff,	  1994)	  propositions	  of	   the	  centuries-­‐old	  presence	  of	   the	  East-­‐West	  divide,	  which	   implies	  the	  shadow-­‐ing,	   oppressing	   and	   stigmatising	   impact	   of	   the	   East	   and	   the	   civilizational	   differ-­‐ences	  that	  have	  characterised	  this	  relationship	   for	  a	   long	  time.	  Russia	   is	  not	  only	  examined	  as	  the	  historical	  Russia,	  but	  also	  as	  the	  authoritarian	  Soviet	  Union	  during	  the	  Cold	  War.	  This	  category	  of	  analysis	  seeks	  to	  address	  and	  evaluate	  the	  authors’	  perceptions	  and	  historical	  understandings	  of	  the	  Russian	  and	  the	  Eastern	  “other”.	  More	  precisely,	  it	  examines	  their	  views	  and	  precautions	  on	  the	  circumstances	  fol-­‐lowed	  by	   the	  Yalta	   conference	  whereby	  new	  borders	  of	  Europe	  were	  drawn	  and	  Czechoslovakia	  no	  longer	  was	  in	  the	  heart	  of	  Europe	  but	  in	  the	  East	  (Musil,	  2007).	  Essential	  for	  an	  understanding	  of	  their	  positioning	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  the	  East	  are	  also	  their	  imaginations	  of	  and	  belongingness	  to	  the	  rest	  of	  Europe	  in	  the	  West.	  	  	  	  The	  second	  category	  concerns	  the	  historiographical	  debate	  on	  Central	  Europe,	  and	  in	  particular	   the	  Czech	  concept	  Střední	  Evropa	  in	  order	   to	  distinguish	   it	   from	  the	  German	  or	  Austrian	  counterparts	  (i.e.	  Maier,	  1993)	  and	  to	  place	  it	  in	  the	  historical	  context	  of	   this	  research.	  This	  study	  will	  assess	  the	  ways	   in	  which	  these	  dissident	  intellectuals	   took	   part	   in	   the	   debate	   of	   the	   space	   in	   the	  middle,	   Central	   Europe,	  which,	  as	  previously	  introduced,	  accelerated	  in	  the	  1980s	  by	  east-­‐central	  Europe-­‐an	  dissident	  intellectuals	  –	  Milan	  Kundera,	  György	  Konrad	  and	  Czesław	  Miłosz	  as	  the	  chief	  figures.	  The	  idea	  of	  the	  Centre	  as	  an	  escape	  from	  the	  East	  came	  to	  domi-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  19	  In	  this	  context,	  I	  use	  these	  terms	  interchangeably	  but	  predominantly	  refer	  to	  the	  term	  “fate”.	  The	  words	  have	  different	  meanings	  attached	  to	  them,	  but	  in	  a	  general	  use	  they	  can	  be	  regarded	  synon-­‐ymous.	  The	  Czech	  word	  úděl	  has	  been	  translated	  into	  the	  English	  terms	  “destiny”,	  “fate”	  or	  “lot”.	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nate	   the	   intellectual	   landscape	   concerning	   spatial	   relations	  during	   the	  Cold	  War.	  Central	  Europe	  as	   an	   “escape”	   (Bugge,	  1999)	  and	  as	   a	  part	  of	   the	   imaginary	  and	  conceptual	   geography	   (Judt,	   1990)	  without	   fixed	   borders	   or	   concrete	  mappings,	  forms	   the	   foundation,	   on	  which	   to	   build	   up	   the	   positions	   of	   Kundera	   and	  Havel.	  Notwithstanding	  the	  short-­‐lived	  efforts	  to	  pursue	  it	  in	  the	  past,	  the	  project	  of	  Cen-­‐tral	  Europe	  was	  unique	  in	  the	  way	  it	  sought	  to	  gain	  an	  independent	  position,	  cul-­‐ture	  and	  identity	  to	  stand	  out	  from	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  histor-­‐ical	  past	  of	  the	  Central	  European	  nations	  beyond	  the	  Cold	  War	  needs	  to	  be	  consid-­‐ered	  in	  order	  to	  realise	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals’	  ambiguous	  relationship	  to	  their	  neighbouring	   spaces	   and	   to	   Europe	   as	   a	  whole.	  What	   did	   Central	   Europe	   or	   the	  idea	  of	  “in-­‐between-­‐ness”	  in	  general	  mean	  to	  them?	  What	  were	  the	  advantages	  of	  Central	  Europe	  or	  were	  there	  any	  at	  all?	  The	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe	  will	  be	  de-­‐picted	  in	  relation	  to	  their	  conceptions	  of	  the	  East	  and	  Russia	  as	  well	  as	  to	  the	  West.	  The	   concepts	   of	   victimhood	   and	   fate,	   two	   of	   the	   last	   categories	   of	   analysis,	   are	  closely	   interwoven	   to	   these	   historiographical	   debates	   as	   the	   predominant	   out-­‐comes	  of	  mapping	  spaces,	  places	  and	  identities	  during	  the	  two	  decades	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  	  
Victimhood,	  the	  third	  category	  of	  analysis,	  is	  a	  complex	  term,	  which	  requires	  care-­‐ful	  identification.	  Becoming	  a	  victim	  by	  the	  oppression	  of	  the	  other	  –	  or	  (self-­‐)	  vic-­‐timising	  oneself	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  the	  stronger	  power	  –	  can	  be	  labelled	  as	  a	  personal	  trage-­‐dy	  as	   far	   as	   the	  dissident	  narratives	   are	   concerned.	  Naturally,	   however,	   the	   sup-­‐pressive	  circumstances	  concerned	  the	  nations	  altogether	  notwithstanding	  the	  sin-­‐cerest	  sympathisers.	  Frequently,	  as	  Nataša	  Kovačević	  (2008)	  argues,	  the	  narratives	  of	   victimhood	   among	   the	   east-­‐central	   European	   dissidents	   reflected	   orientalist	  tones	  in	  order	  to	  distance	  themselves	  from	  the	  concept	  of	  the	  backward	  East.	  The	  post-­‐colonialist	   theory,	  which	  encompasses	  orientalist	   “self-­‐other”	  and	   “us-­‐them”	  binaries,	  will	  be	  utilised	  in	  analysing	  the	  authors’	  narratives.	  The	  goal,	  however,	  is	  not	  to	  presuppose	  them	  as	  orientalists	  as	  such,	  but	  rather	  use	  post-­‐colonialism	  as	  an	  overarching	  framework	  for	  placing	  narratives	  of	  victimhood	  in	  a	  valid	  context.	  Initially,	   victimhood	  has	   connotations	  attached	   to	   the	  centuries-­‐old	  colonial	   rule;	  however,	   in	   the	  present	  study	   it	  will	  be	  examined	   in	  relation	   to	  spatial,	  not	   tem-­‐
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poral,	   differentiations,	   which	   would	   have	   emphasised	   civilizational	   distinctions,	  like	  backwardness,	  as	  argued	  by	  Said	  (1979)	  and	  Huntington	  (1993/2003).	  	  	  Regarding	   the	   Cold	   War	   spatial	   relations,	   victimhood	   in	   the	   Eastern	   European	  countries	  can	  be	  labelled	  as	  the	  victimhood	  of	  the	  Soviet	  oppression:	  limiting	  free-­‐doms	  and	  being	  forced	  to	  shared	  duties	  for	  the	  state	  and	  for	  its	  ideology.	  The	  nar-­‐ratives	  of	  the	  dissidents	  entailed	  an	  ideological	  annotation	  seeking	  to	  distance	  –	  or	  to	  rescue	  –	  themselves	  from	  the	  totalitarian	  East	  and	  to	  approach	  the	  advantages	  of	  the	  West.	  Censorship	  on	  the	  freedom	  to	  write	  or	  speak	  freely	  was	  put	  into	  effect	  after	  the	  Soviet	  invasion	  of	  Prague	  in	  1968	  in	  the	  period	  of	  Normalisation.	  Hence,	  the	   dissidents	   themselves	   were	   among	   the	   greatest	   sufferers	   of	   the	   system,	   but	  they	  were	  also	   the	  ones	  who	  came	  out	   to	   speak	  about	   the	  prevailing	  agonies.	  As	  Edward	  Said	   (1994:	  33)	  has	  posited;	   “in	  dark	   times,	   an	   intellectual	   is	   very	  often	  looked	  to	  by	  members	  of	  his	  or	  her	  nationality	  to	  represent,	  speak	  out	  for	  and	  tes-­‐tify	  to	  the	  sufferings	  of	  that	  nationality”.	  For	  the	  dissident	  writers,	  four	  alternatives	  existed:	  first,	  one	  could	  continue	  publishing	  in	  Czechoslovakia,	  as	  did	  Havel,	  with	  a	  danger	  of	  becoming	  imprisoned.	  Secondly,	  one	  would	  shift	  the	  focus	  to	  write	  some-­‐thing	  between	  approved	  and	  banned	  literature,	  or	  third,	  to	  write	  chiefly	  samizdat20	  literature.	  The	  fourth	  option,	  which	  Kundera	  chose,	  was	  to	  go	  into	  exile	  and	  to	  be	  free	  to	  write	  as	  he	  pleased	  (Holý,	  2008).	  	  The	   idea	   of	   victimhood	   also	   sprang	   from	   the	   intellectuals’	   perceptions	   on	   the	  Western	   (European)	   indifference	   towards	   their	   doomed	   geopolitical	   position	   in	  the	   center.	  The	  Czech	   culture	  had	  been	   isolated	   from	   the	   rest	   of	   the	  world	   for	   a	  long	  time,	  first	  by	  the	  Nazi	  occupation	  and	  later	  by	  Stalinism.	  The	  West	  seemed	  to	  show	  very	  little	  concern	  over	  the	  slow	  fading	  away	  of	  the	  European	  dimension	  in	  the	  Czech	  history	  and	  education.21	  It	  has	  been	  argued	  that	  the	  Westerners	  indeed	  comprehended	  the	  dissident	   intellectual	  as	  a	  split	  within	  Eastern	  European	  “oth-­‐er”,	  which	   could	   share	   the	   values	   of	   the	  West	   and	   represent	   their	   own	   societies	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  20	  Samizdat	  was	  a	  term	  used	  for	  censored	  publications	  across	  the	  Soviet	  bloc,	  which	  were	  circulated	  among	  readers	  by	  hand.	  Charter	  77,	  which	  also	  Havel	  contributed	  to,	  is	  a	  chief	  example	  of	  samizdat	  literature	  during	  Normalisation.	  	  21	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  did	  not	  make	  deliberate	  distinctions	  between	  the	  Czechs	  and	  Slovaks	  in	  their	  works	  but	  they	  referred	  to	  the	  Czechs	  when	  addressing	  the	  nation’s	  identity,	  culture	  and	  history,	  rather	  than	  concerning	  the	  political	  entity	  Czechoslovakia.	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while	   opposing	   the	   state	   socialist	   apparatus	   (Szulecki,	   2009:	   6-­‐7).	   This	   study	   on	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  nevertheless	  seeks	   to	  prove	   that	   the	  West	   fundamentally	  ne-­‐glected	  their	  cut-­‐off	  country	  in-­‐between.	  The	  Western	  silence,	  pure	  ignorance	  and	  the	  lack	  of	  understanding	  for	  not	  realising	  to	  “rescue”	  the	  Czechoslovaks	  enhanced	  the	  idea	  of	  being	  victimised.	  By	  and	  large,	  this	  thesis	  seeks	  to	  show	  that	  victimisa-­‐tion	  was	  not	  only	   limited	  to	  the	  suppression	  by	  the	  Soviet	   ideology	  but	  also	  con-­‐cerns	  the	  ignorance	  by	  the	  West.	  	  	  The	  last	  category	  of	  analysis,	  fate,	  concerns	  the	  experiences	  of	  the	  whole	  nation	  on	  their	  space	  and	  place	  in	  the	  European	  centre.	  A	  chief	  example	  of	  these	  experiences	  derives	   from	   the	   aforementioned	   intellectuals’	   debate	   on	   the	   “Czech	   Destiny”	  (1968–1969).	   The	   idea	   of	   the	   nation’s	   fate	   will	   be	   reflected	   through	   the	   post-­‐structuralist	  notions	  of	  marginalisation	  and	  exclusion,	   i.e.	  how	  identities	  are	  con-­‐structed	  through	  spatialised	  differentiations	  between	  the	  powerful	  and	  less	  pow-­‐erful	  nations.	  The	  role	  of	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals	  was	  largely	  influential	  in	  con-­‐struing	   the	   idea	  of	   the	  Czechs	  as	  a	  destined	  nation	   through	  bringing	   the	  voice	  of	  the	  small	  and	  oppressed	  to	  the	  forefront.	  	  	  To	  begin	  with,	  fate	  could	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  Cold	  War	  power	  relations	  between	  the	  western	  and	  the	  eastern	  blocs.	  It	  was	  the	  “tragedy”	  of	  Central	  Europe	  to	  be	  torn	  between	  the	  two	  opposing	  powers,	  having	  to	  adopt	  the	  eastern	  political	  system	  but	  at	  the	  same	  time	  maintaining	  close	  ties	  to	  the	  western	  culture	  and	  heritage,	  as	  ar-­‐ticulated	   by	  Milan	   Kundera	   in	   the	   early	   1980s.	   The	   emphasis	   in	   addressing	   the	  Czech	  fate	  was	  naturally	  on	  the	  present	  events	  as	  both	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  aspired	  to	  make	   a	   sense	   out	   of	   their	   relationship	  with	   their	  western	   and	   eastern	   neigh-­‐bours,	  particularly	  after	   the	   failed	  attempt	   to	  pursue	   their	  own	  “Socialism	  with	  a	  Human	   Face”.	   Regardless,	   the	   presumed	   fate	   of	   the	   Czechoslovaks	   dates	   back	   a	  long	  time	  before	  Communism,	  and	  thus	  cannot	  be	  left	  aside	  in	  this	  study.	  	  	  	  The	  debate	  over	  the	  Czech	  destiny	  therefore	  has	  got	  a	  more	  historical	  dimension,	  as	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  nation	  has	  been	  considered	  much	  older	  than	  the	  Cold	  War.	  As	  ex-­‐plained	  in	  Chapter	  2,	  eight	  major	  upheavals	  within	  one	  century	  tested	  Czechoslo-­‐vakia	   (Steiner,	   2000),	   nearly	   all	   of	  which	   affected	   the	  mental	   and	   physical	  map-­‐
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pings	  of	  the	  country	  in	  a	  more	  or	  less	  transformative	  way.	  On	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  tur-­‐bulent	  experiences	  within	  just	  a	  century,	  the	  nation’s	  fate	  could	  be	  viewed	  as	  pre-­‐destined.	  The	  differences	  between	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  perceptions	  on	  the	  fate	  of	  their	   nation	   are	   noteworthy,	   especially	   in	   respect	   to	   their	   understandings	   of	   the	  historical	  dimension	  in	  their	  nation’s	  claimed	  fatefulness.	  	  	  Finally,	   the	   fate	   of	   Czechoslovakia	   can	   also	   be	  mirrored	   to	   the	   larger	   context	   of	  small	  states	  as	  the	  mere	  instruments	  of	  the	  communist	  authority.	  The	  relationship	  between	   the	   small	   and	   the	   large	   nations	   can	   be	   viewed	   as	   contemporary	   realist	  power	  politics,	  according	  to	  which	  the	  small	  nation	  is	  regarded	  as	  the	  fragile	  one	  against	   the	   stronger	   large	   nation.	   Its	   fragility	   in	   itself	   becomes	   a	   specific	   testing	  ground	  against	   the	   current	   system,	  which	   is	   an	   aspect	   the	  dissident	   intellectuals	  sought	   to	   portray	   through	   their	   narratives.	   The	   following	   assertion	   by	   Cashman	  (2008:	   1654;	   emphasis	   added)	   summarises	   the	   idea	   of	   the	   relationship	   between	  the	  small	  state	  and	  the	  communist	  rule:	  	  The	  Warsaw	  Pact	   invasion	   led	   to	   a	   crisis	   in	  Czechoslovakia	   in	  many	  respects.	  Not	  only	  did	  it	  cause	  a	  domestic	  and	  political	  crisis,	  but	  it	  al-­‐so	  prompted	  much	  soul-­‐searching	  among	  Czech	  writers	  and	  philoso-­‐phers	   about	   whether	   the	   national	   reaction	   to	   events	   was	   that	   of	  pragmatic	   heroes	   or	   spineless	   cowards	   and	  whether	  given	   the	   small	  
size	   of	   the	   state,	   the	   people	   of	   Czechoslovakia	   could	   ever	   determine	  
their	  own	  destiny.	  	  The	  idea	  of	  the	  geography	  that	  cannot	  be	  in	  control	  of	  is	  not	  only	  restricted	  to	  the	  views	  posed	  by	  the	  Czech	  dissident	   intellectuals,	  but	   the	  phenomenon	  can	  be	  ex-­‐tended	  to	  other	  tragedies	  of	  small	  nations	  around	  the	  globe.	  De	  facto,	  every	  single	  nation	  was	  more	  or	  less	  affected	  by	  the	  stigmatising	  effects	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  polari-­‐sations,	   and	   no	   nation	   could	   truly	   escape	   from	   the	   consideration	   of	   one’s	   space,	  whether	   real	   or	   imagined,	   in	   relation	   to	   others	   in	   Europe	   as	   well	   as	   across	   the	  globe.	  	  	  	  The	  following	  chapter	  will	  analyse	  the	  results	  comparatively	  based	  on	  the	  relevant	  sources	  and	  these	  four	  categories	  of	  analysis.	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4. ANALYSIS	  	  	  In	  this	  chapter,	  I	  will	  present	  the	  findings	  from	  the	  primary	  and	  the	  secondary	  ma-­‐terial.	  The	  analysis	  of	  the	  authors’	  spatial	  perspectives	  will	  proceed	  along	  the	  cate-­‐gories	  of	  interpretation	  as	  introduced	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter,	  and	  the	  four	  parts	  of	  this	  chapter	  follow	  the	  order	  of	  these	  categories.	  As	  exemplified,	  the	  two	  first	  cate-­‐gories	  discussed	  in	  the	  sections	  4.1.	  and	  4.2.,	  will	  show	  a	  detailed	  overview	  of	  the	  authors’	  spatial	  perceptions	  towards	  their	  East,	  West	  and	  Centre.	  Intertwined	  with	  the	  concepts	  and	  meanings	  identified	  in	  these	  first	  two	  sections,	  the	  last	  two	  sec-­‐tions	  4.3.	  and	  4.4.	  will	  build	  on	  the	  presented	  historiographical	  and	  theoretical	  ba-­‐sis	  and	  undertake	  a	  critical	  analysis	  of	  the	  key	  concepts	  of	  this	  thesis,	  victimhood	  and	  fate	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  in-­‐between-­‐ness.	  It	  shall	  be	  stressed	  that	  despite	  separating	  the	  parts	   in	   a	   sequential	   order,	   the	   sections	   nevertheless	   overlap	   and	   complement	  each	   other.	   The	   analysis	   loosely	   follows	   a	   chronological	   order	   starting	   with	   the	  1968	   Prague	   Spring	   invasion	   and	   ending	  with	   the	   Velvet	   Revolution	   of	   1989.	   It	  compares	   the	   authors’	   views	   carefully	   as	  well	   as	   reflects	   them	   to	   the	   respective	  events	  and	  developments	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  	  	  
4.1. Russia	  and	  the	  East	  	  	  	  
Representatives	  of	  the	  country	  had	  been	  hauled	  away	  like	  criminals	  by	  
the	  Russian	  Army,	  no	  one	  knew	  where	  they	  were,	  everyone	  feared	  for	  the	  
men’s	   lives,	  and	  hatred	  for	  the	  Russians	  drugged	  people	   like	  alcohol.	   It	  
was	  a	  drunken	  carnival	  of	  hate.	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Kundera,	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being)	  	  
For,	  some	  time	  now	  this	  bloc	  has	  ceased	  to	  be	  a	  kind	  of	  enclave,	  isolated	  
from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  developed	  world	  and	  immune	  to	  processes	  occurring	  
in	  it.	  	  
	  
	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Havel,	  “Power	  of	  the	  Powerless”)	  	  The	  first	  category	  of	  analysis	  assesses	  the	  ways,	  in	  which	  both	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  construed	  the	  presence	  of	  Russia	  as	  their	  Eastern	  neighbour	  and	  the	  implications	   that	   this	   “otherness”	   had	   on	   the	   concept	   of	   the	   East	   or	   Eastern	   Eu-­‐rope.	  The	  two	  quotations	  above	  from	  the	  authors’	  renowned	  writings,	  a	  novel	  from	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1984	  and	  an	  essay	  from	  1978	  respectively,	  provide	  a	  telling	  indication	  of	  their	  po-­‐sitions	   towards	   their	   Eastern	   “other”.	  Milan	   Kundera	   perceived	   Russia	   as	   some-­‐thing	  to	  be	  distanced	  from	  and	  to	  be	  show	  hatred	  for,	  whereas	  Havel’s	  perceptions	  of	   the	  East	  were	  more	   ambivalent	   by	   fundamentally	   construing	   its	   otherness	   on	  the	   basis	   of	   differing	   ideologies	   and	   a	   political	   system,	   which	   suppressed	   the	  Czechoslovaks’	  freedoms	  and	  sovereignty.	  In	  the	  following,	  three	  intrinsic	  aspects	  will	  be	  examined	  in	  the	  framework	  of	  these	  writings.	  First	  of	  all,	  I	  will	  explain	  what	  the	  characteristics	  of	  their	  Eastern	  “other”	  indeed	  are.	  Secondly,	  I	  evaluate	  how	  far	  these	  two	  authors	  disregarded	  the	  Eastern	  neighbour;	  was	  it	  all	  that	  bad?	  Finally,	  I	  seek	  to	  examine	  how	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  viewed	  the	  East	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  (the	  rest	  of)	  Eu-­‐rope;	  did	  they	  perceive	  the	  East	  antithetical	  to	  Europe?	  	  	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  first	  “attack”	  on	  the	  Russian	  influence	  of	  his	  native	  country	  can	  be	  dated	  to	  the	  year	  1967	  when	  The	  Joke	  was	  published.	  Critics	  have	   labelled	   it	  as	  a	  realistic	   novel22	  since	   it	   explicitly	   underlines	   the	   conditions	   of	   the	   Czechoslovak	  society	  in	  the	  first	  two	  decades	  after	  the	  communists	  had	  come	  to	  power	  in	  1948.	  Some	  scholars	  characterise	  it	  as	  an	  indictment	  of	  Stalinism	  (Banerjee,	  1990;	  Fein-­‐tuch,	  1987).	  Hence,	  the	  novel	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  Kundera’s	  first	  in	  the	  series	  of	  criticisms	   towards	   the	   Soviet	   dominance,	   in	   particular	  with	   regard	   to	   the	   era	   of	  Stalinist	   terror.	   One	   can	   identify	   numerous	   references	   to	   disillusionment	   (Holý,	  2008)	  and	  moral	  confusion	  created	  by	  Stalinism	  (Steiner,	  2000)	  in	  this	  first	  novel	  that	   launched	   Kundera’s	  worldwide	   literary	   reputation.	   The	   novel	  manifests	   the	  Communist	  society	  and	  the	  ideology	  of	  Stalinism	  in	  its	  phase	  of	  decadence	  after	  a	  period	  of	  brief	  fanaticism	  of	  the	  1950s:	  	  
[…]	  [I]n	  fifty-­‐six	  when	  there	  was	  all	  that	  talk	  about	  Stalin’s	  crimes,	  and	  people	  went	  wild	   and	  began	   rejecting	   everything,	   saying	  our	  papers	  were	   a	   pack	   of	   lies,	   nationalized	   stories	   didn’t	  work,	   culture	  was	   in	  decline,	  farms	  should	  never	  have	  been	  collectivized,	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  had	  no	  freedom	  […]	  (Kundera,	  1967:	  19).	  	  In	   this	  novel,	  Kundera’s	  critique	  of	   the	  Eastern	  “other”	   is	  based	  on	  the	  denuncia-­‐tion	  of	  Stalinism	  as	  its	  influence	  over	  Czechoslovakia	  had	  grown	  notably	  during	  the	  years	  prior	  to	  1968.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  22	  Though,	  Milan	  Kundera	  has	  insisted	  that	  the	  novel	  is	  simply	  a	  love	  story	  since	  the	  purpose	  of	  literature	  should	  be	  to	  go	  beyond	  politics	  (see	  Feintuch,	  1987).	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  Kundera’s	  second	  novel,	  Life	  is	  Elsewhere	  (1973),	  written	  during	  the	  hard	  times	  of	  the	  regime	  under	  Gustáv	  Husák,23	  demonstrates	  the	  imminent	  urge	  to	  escape	  from	  the	   communist	   oppression	   and	   instead	   look	   for	   “real	   life	   elsewhere”	   (Kundera,	  1973:	   149).	   In	   this	   novel,	   the	   girlfriend	   of	   Jaromil	   (one	   of	   the	   protagonists)	   an-­‐nounces	  that	  her	  brother	  had	  decided	  to	  leave	  for	  the	  West	  because	  “[he]	  hated	  our	  system	  of	  government	  […]	  [and]	  his	  sole	  passion	  was	  to	  destroy	  socialism”	  (Kun-­‐dera,	  1973:	  221).	   It	   is	  noteworthy	   that	   the	  novel,	  written	  under	   the	   strict	   condi-­‐tions	   during	   the	   period	   of	  Normalisation,	   got	   originally	   published	   in	   French	   and	  eventually	   in	  Czech	  seven	  years	   later.	   In	  sum,	  both	  The	  Joke	  and	  Life	  is	  Elsewhere	  nonetheless	  denote	   that	   initially	  Kundera	   concentrated	   on	   the	   idea	   of	   resistance	  and	  the	  impossibility	  of	  living	  in	  this	  kind	  of	  world,	  which	  was	  deeply	  affected	  by	  the	  devastating	  and	  obstructing	  policies	  pursued	  by	  the	  state.	  	  	  Václav	   Havel,	   originally	   a	   playwright,	   participated	   in	   the	   resistance	  most	   visibly	  through	  the	  renowned	  Charter	  77	  –movement.	  The	  resistance	  ideology	  of	  Charter	  77	   initiated	   Havel’s	   arguably	   most	   influential	   political	   essay,	   “The	   Power	   of	   the	  Powerless”,	   published	   in	   October	   1978.	   This	   essay	   scrutinises	   the	   nature	   of	   the	  communist	  system	  at	  the	  time	  and	  the	  ways	  its	  peculiar	  nature	  drives	  dissidence	  to	  spread	  among	  the	  ordinary	  citizens.	  It	  does	  not	  explicitly	  address	  Czechoslovakia	  and	   the	  Soviet	  Union	  as	  geographical	   entities	  but	   instead	  he	   investigates	   the	  un-­‐derlying	   weaknesses	   of	   the	   supposedly	   omnipotent	   post-­‐totalitarian	   state	  (McDermott	  &	  Stibbe,	  2006:	  9).	  Havel’s	  (1978:	  4-­‐5)	  approach	  to	  the	  East	  and	  Rus-­‐sia,	  as	  follows,	  derives	  from	  a	  critical	  analysis	  of	  the	  totalitarian	  system:	  “Our	  sys-­‐tem	  […]	  has	  been	  developing	  in	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  for	  over	  sixty	  years,	  and	  for	  ap-­‐proximately	   thirty	   years	   in	   Eastern	   Europe;	   moreover,	   several	   of	   its	   long-­‐established	  structural	  features	  are	  derived	  from	  Czarist	  absolutism”.	  More	  precise-­‐ly,	   Havel	   criticised	   that	   the	   absolutist	   system	   did	   not	   live	   up	   to	   its	   totalitarian	  standards	  in	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  thus	  it	  could	  be	  referred	  to	  as	  “post-­‐totalitarian”:	  	  	  If	   an	   atmosphere	   of	   revolutionary	   excitement,	   heroism,	   dedication,	  and	   boisterous	   violence	   on	   all	   sides	   characterizes	   classical	   dictator-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  23	  Gustáv	  Husák	  (1913–1991)	  served	  as	  a	  leader	  of	  the	  Communist	  Party	  of	  Czechoslovakia	  1969–1987	  and	  as	  the	  president	  of	  Czechoslovakia	  1975–1989.	  He	  is	  known	  as	  the	  key	  figure	  of	  the	  peri-­‐od	  of	  Normalisation.	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ships,	  then	  the	  last	  traces	  of	  such	  an	  atmosphere	  have	  vanished	  from	  the	  Soviet	  bloc	  […]	  I	  mean	  that	  it	  is	  totalitarian	  in	  a	  way	  fundamentally	  different	  from	  classical	  dictatorships,	  different	  from	  totalitarianism	  as	  we	  usually	  understand	  it.	  	  As	  will	  be	  illustrated	  later,	  Havel’s	  narratives	  were	  essentially	  based	  on	  philosoph-­‐ical	  thinking	  of	  politics,	  and	  one	  of	  his	  preeminent	  beliefs	  was	  the	  ontological	  prin-­‐ciple	  of	  “living	  in	  truth”.	  In	  the	  post-­‐totalitarian	  world,	  therefore,	  truth	  plays	  a	  far	  greater	  role	  as	  a	  factor	  of	  power	  as	  “[…]	  opposition	  in	  the	  post-­‐totalitarian	  system	  is	  living	  within	  the	  truth”.	  Moreover,	  the	  Soviet-­‐type	  system	  of	  late-­‐socialism	  por-­‐trayed	  itself	  as	  a	  warning	  to	  the	  West,	  “revealing	  to	  its	  own	  latent	  tendencies”	  (Ha-­‐vel,	  1978:	  18,	  21),	  meaning	  that	  its	  geopolitical	  goals	  should	  be	  taken	  seriously	  as	  a	  real	  threat	  for	  the	  Czechs.	  Altogether,	  Havel’s	  objective	  of	  “The	  Power	  of	  the	  Pow-­‐erless”	  was	  to	  express	  the	  urgency	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  that	  central-­‐eastern	  Europe	  was	  under	  siege	  and	  that	  the	  whole	  identity	  of	  this	  region	  could	  be	  strangled	  slowly	  to	  death	  (Keane,	  2000:	  268).	  	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  The	  Book	  of	  Laughter	  and	  Forgetting	  was	  his	  first	  to	  be	  written	  in	  exile,	  published	   the	   same	  year	  as	  Havel’s	   “The	  Power	  of	   the	  Powerless”	   in	  1978.	  Kundera	  moved	  to	  France	  as	  an	  émigré	  writer	   in	  197524	  and	  since	  then,	  as	  many	  other	  exiled	  dissident	  writers,	  he	  was	  free	  to	  write	  as	  he	  pleased,	  uncensored	  and	  writing	  essentially	   to	  capture	   the	   interest	  of	   the	  Western	  audience	  (Cazan,	  2012;	  Holý,	   2008).	   Thus,	   Kundera’s	   novel	   cannot	   necessarily	   be	   reduced	   to	  mere	   anti-­‐communist	   propaganda,	   despite	   the	   fact	   it	   mostly	   narrates	   the	   events	   after	   the	  Russian	  invasion	  of	  Czechoslovakia.	  The	  following	  illustration	  by	  Kristyna,	  the	  ex-­‐iled	   protagonist	   of	   the	   novel	   (resembling	   Kundera’s	   own	   destiny)	   nevertheless	  explicitly	  shows	  his	  position	  towards	  the	  East:	  	  It	  is	  the	  autumn	  of	  1977,	  my	  country	  has	  been	  sweetly	  dozing	  for	  nine	  years	  now	  in	  the	  strong	  embrace	  of	  the	  Russian	  empire,	  Voltaire	  has	  been	  expelled	   from	   the	  university,	   and	  my	  books,	  having	  been	  gath-­‐ered	   up	   from	   all	   the	   public	   libraries,	   are	   locked	   away	   in	   some	   state	  cellar	  (Kundera,	  1978:	  176).	  	  Kundera	  refers	   to	   the	  Russian	  occupation	  as	  an	   imperial	   invasion	  and,	   therefore,	  for	   the	   first	   time	   places	   Russia	   as	   something	   fundamentally	   other	   to	   Czechoslo-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  24	  In	  effect,	  Kundera	  was	  already	  exiled	  since	  1969,	  if	  not	  from	  his	  country	  but	  from	  his	  art	  after	  it	  got	  banned	  in	  his	  homeland	  Czechoslovakia	  (Beckwith,	  2009).	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vakia.	  Towards	  the	  end	  of	  the	  novel,	  Kundera	  developed	  this	  idea	  further	  by	  claim-­‐ing	  that	  there	  was	  a	  possibility	  that	  the	  Russian	  empire	  indeed	  posed	  a	  danger,	  the	  unimaginable,	  for	  the	  Czechs:	  	  When	  Milan	  Hübl	  [a	  Czech	  historian]	   in	  my	  Prague	  studio	  apartment	  developed	  his	  reflections	  on	  the	  possible	  disappearance	  of	  the	  Czech	  people	  into	  the	  Russian	  empire,	  we	  both	  knew	  that	  this	  perhaps	  justi-­‐fied	   idea	  was	  beyond	  us,	   that	  we	  were	  talking	  about	   the	  unthinkable	  (Kundera,	  1978:	  246).	  	  	  Seven	  years	  after	  the	  invasion	  Kundera’s	  perceptions	  on	  Russia	  were	  beginning	  to	  adopt	   increasingly	   orientalist	   tones	   by	   placing	   Russia	   as	   the	   “other”	   against	   the	  West.	   In	   this	   novel,	   Kundera	   constructs	   a	   comparison	   between	   the	   East	   and	   the	  West	  merely	  on	  a	  cultural	  basis.	  For	  example,	  Kundera	  suggests	  that	  the	  political	  differences	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  may	  not	  be	  as	  important	  as	  the	  cultural	  manifestations	  discernible	  on	  the	  both	  sides	  (Boyers,	  1985:	  226).	  Concerning	  the	  political	   differences,	   he	   simply	   maintained	   that	   the	   problem	   of	   power	   was	   the	  same	   everywhere	   “in	   your	   country	   and	   in	   ours,	   in	   the	  East	   as	  well	   as	   the	  West”	  (Kundera,	  1978:	  149).	  	  	  	  After	  his	  longest	  stay	  in	  prison	  1979–1983	  as	  a	  result	  of	  intensifying	  political	  activ-­‐ism	  in	  the	  resistance	  movement,	  Havel	  emerged	  as	  a	  polemic	  essayist	  taking	  stanc-­‐es	  on	  the	  Soviet	   influence	  of	  his	  country.	  Unlike	  Kundera,	  he	  decided	  not	   to	  emi-­‐grate	  from	  his	  home	  country	  whereby	  he	  had	  to	  write	  under	  tight	  restrictions	  by	  the	   state,	   “in	   the	   shifting	   grey	   area	   between	   approved	   and	   banned	   literature”	  (Holý,	   2008:	   143).	   Havel	   attacked	   the	   unfavourable	   consequences	   that	   followed	  the	   influences	  of	   the	  Soviet	  system	   in	  his	  country.	   In	  his	  essay	  “Politics	  and	  Con-­‐science”	  (1984),	  Havel	  criticised	  the	  brutal	   invasion	  of	   the	  Soviet	  system	  of	  mod-­‐ernisation,	  namely	  collectivisation	  by	  reflecting:	   “like	  a	   tornado,	   it	   raged	   through	  the	  Czechoslovak	  countryside	  thirty	  years	  ago,	  leaving	  not	  a	  stone	  in	  place”.	  With-­‐out	  specifically	  addressing	  the	  geographical	  Russia	  or	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  per	  se,	  Ha-­‐vel’s	   discourse	  of	   the	  democratic	   opposition	   clearly	   indicates	  his	   criticism	  of	   the	  Soviet	   ideology	   –	   or	   of	   ideology	   in	   general	   (Kennedy,	   1994).	   “Politics	   and	   Con-­‐science”	  highlights	  his	  disregard	  for	  the	  current	  ideology,	  as	  he	  stated:	  “to	  be	  sure,	  this	   process	   by	   which	   power	   becomes	   anonymous	   and	   depersonalized,	   and	   re-­‐
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duced	  to	  a	  mere	  technology	  of	  rule	  and	  manipulation,	  has	  a	  thousand	  masks,	  vari-­‐ants	  and	  expressions”.	  	  	  Moreover,	  Temptation,25	  one	  of	  Havel’s	   later	  plays	  depicts	  yet	  another	  critical	  ap-­‐proach	   to	   the	   totalitarian	   system.	   The	   protagonists	   of	   the	   play	   who	   work	   in	   an	  Eastern	  European	   science	   institute	   contend	   that	   they	   should	   “combat	   certain	  ex-­‐pression	  of	   irrational	  mysticism,	  which	  still	  crop	  up	  here	  and	  there,	  kept	  alive	  by	  obscure	  individuals	  as	  the	  remnants	  of	  the	  pre-­‐scientific	  views	  of	  primitive	  nations	  and	  dark	  historical	  epochs”	  (Havel,	  1985b:	  14).	  To	  a	  certain	  extent	  Havel	  looks	  at	  the	   East	   through	   blurred	   orientalist	   lenses	   by	   asserting	   the	   primitiveness	   of	   the	  Soviet	  system.	  His	  references	  to	  the	  perceived	  authority	  are	  somewhat	  ambivalent,	  however,	  but	  the	  message	  about	  his	  dislike	  of	  the	  totalitarian	  system	  is	  evident.	  In	  an	   interview	  with	  Karel	  Hvizd’ala,	   Havel	   (1990a:	   119)	   argues	   for	   the	   blandness,	  boringness	   and	   bleakness	   of	   the	   period	   of	   Normalisation,	   “an	   era	   of	   apathy	   and	  widespread	  demoralization	  began,	  an	  era	  of	  grey,	  everyday	  totalitarian	  consumer-­‐ism”.	  	  	  While	  for	  Havel	  it	  was	  more	  important	  to	  attack	  the	  totalitarian	  system	  and	  ideol-­‐ogy,	   Kundera	   started	   applying	   an	   orientalist	   narrative	   as	   regards	   to	   the	   Eastern	  spatial	  “other”.	  In	  his	  seminal	  essay	  “The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”,	  Kundera	  la-­‐ments	   the	   unfortunate	   changes	   in	   the	   “geographic	   Europe”	   after	   1945	  when	   the	  borders	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  of	  Europe	  shifted	  several	  hundred	  kilome-­‐tres	   to	   the	  west.	  More	  precisely,	  he	   juxtaposed	   the	  Russian	  civilisation	  and	  Com-­‐munism	  –	  whether	   the	   latter	  was	   the	  negation	  of	   the	   former	  –	  with	   the	  West	   as	  follows:	   It	   is	   no	   less	   true	   that	   Russian	   communism	   vigorously	   reawakened	  Russia’s	   old	   anti-­‐Western	   obsessions	   and	   turned	   it	   brutally	   against	  Europe	  […]	  Russia	  is	  seen	  not	  just	  as	  one	  more	  European	  power	  but	  as	  a	  singular	  civilization,	  an	  other	  civilization”	  (Kundera,	  1984a:	  4).	  	  	  The	   powerful	   dichotomising	   narrative	   that	   Kundera	   used	   boosts	   the	   image	   of	   a	  separate	  Russia:	   “Russia	  knows	  another	   (greater)	  dimension	  of	  disaster,	   another	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  25	  Havel’s	  play	  from	  1985	  was	  largely	  inspired	  by	  the	  Faust	  legend,	  a	  successful	  scholar	  dissatisfied	  with	  his	  life	  who	  therefore	  makes	  a	  pact	  with	  the	  Devil.	  In	  this	  play,	  Havel	  criticises	  the	  totalitarian	  system	  because	  its	  enforcement	  for	  a	  certain	  kind	  of	  thought.	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image	  of	  space	  (a	  space	  so	  immense	  entire	  nations	  are	  swallowed	  up	  in	  it),	  another	  sense	  of	  time	  (slow	  and	  patient),	  another	  way	  of	  laughing,	  living	  and	  dying”	  (Kun-­‐dera,	  1984a:	  4).	  Regardless	  of	  the	  claim	  that	  Kundera	  did	  not	  want	  to	  concentrate	  on	  Russia	  as	  such	  in	  his	  essay,	  he	  nevertheless	  feared	  for	  the	  disappearance	  of	  the	  Czech	  nation	  and	  culture	  by	  its	  more	  powerful	  Eastern	  neighbour:	  “When	  the	  Rus-­‐sians	  occupied	  Czechoslovakia,	  they	  did	  everything	  possible	  to	  destroy	  Czech	  cul-­‐ture	   […]	   It	   undermined	   the	   identity	   of	   the	   nation,	   enabling	   it	   to	   be	  more	   easily	  swallowed	  up	  by	  Russian	  civilization”	  (Kundera,	  1984a:	  10).	  	  	  	  Kundera’s	  novel	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being	  does	  not	  make	  an	  exception	  in	  Kundera’s	   narrative	   style	   of	   rejecting	  Russia	   and	   indicating	   its	   radical	   otherness	  (Bugge,	  1999).	  Multiple	  references	  to	  the	  hatred	  for	  Russians	  and	  to	  the	  crimes	  of	  the	  Russian	  empire	  are	  an	   integral	  part	  of	  his	  writings.	  Part	   four	  of	   the	  novel,	   in	  particular,	   elucidates	   the	   omnipresence	   of	   Russia	   in	   the	   Czechoslovakian	   society	  and	  culture	  of	  the	  time:	  	  There	  was	   a	   Tchaikovsky	   Sanatorium,	   a	   Tolstoy	   Sanatorium,	   a	   Rim-­‐sky-­‐Korsakov	  Sanatorium;	   there	  was	  a	  Hotel	   Suvorov,	   a	  Gorky	  Cine-­‐ma,	  and	  a	  Café	  Pushkin.	  All	  the	  names	  were	  taken	  from	  Russian	  geog-­‐raphy,	   from	  Russian	   history	   […].	   Overnight	   the	   country	   had	   become	  nameless	  (Kundera,	  1984b:	  160).	  	  	  	  In	  his	  essay	  “An	  Introduction	  to	  a	  Variation”	  from	  1985,	  Kundera’s	  perspective	  to	  the	  Russian	  “other”	  remained	  as	  antagonistic	  as	  before.	   In	  this	  essay,	  he	  stressed	  the	  civilizational	  differences	  between	  Russia	  and	  the	  West	  in	  particular:	  “It	  is	  Rus-­‐sia	  –	  Russia	  as	  a	  separate	  civilization	  –	  that	  is	  explained	  and	  revealed	  by	  his	  [Sol-­‐zhenitsyn]26	  assessment,	   for	  Russia’s	  history	  differs	   from	   the	  history	  of	   the	  West	  precisely	  in	  its	  lack	  of	  a	  Renaissance	  and	  of	  the	  spirit	  that	  resulted”.	  Kundera’s	  an-­‐ti-­‐Russianism	   that	   assumed	   oriental	   “otherness”	   of	   the	   East	   can	   effectively	   be	  summarised	  in	  the	  following	  statement	  of	  the	  essay:	  “When	  this	  weight	  of	  rational	  irrationality	  fell	  on	  my	  country,	  I	   felt	  an	  instinctive	  need	  to	  breathe	  deeply	  of	  the	  spirit	  of	  the	  post-­‐Renaissance	  West”.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  26	  Aleksandr	  Solzhenitsyn	  (1918–2008)	  was	  a	  Russian	  novelist	  and	  a	  historian	  who	  fiercely	  criti-­‐cised	  communist	  totalitarianism.	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The	  main	  difference	  between	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  can	  be	  recapitulated	  as	   follows:	   For	   Kundera,	   the	   oppression	   came	   from	   the	   East,	   not	   only	   from	   the	  communist	   Soviet	  Union	  but	   also	   from	   the	   eternal	  Russia	   (Neumann,	   1999).	   For	  Havel,	   in	   return,	   the	   biggest	   threat	   was	   not	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   or	   Russia	   but	   the	  power	  of	  ideology	  itself	  –	  the	  Soviet	  ideology	  in	  this	  respect.	  Havel’s	  writings	  mere-­‐ly	  concerned	  the	  dehumanising	  effect	  of	  the	  totalitarian	  communist	  system	  on	  the	  public	  as	  well	  as	  the	  disillusionment	  with	  the	  nature	  of	  Marxist	  politics	  (Neudorfl,	  1999).	  The	  intolerance,	  hopelessness	  and	  the	  powerlessness	  of	  the	  Czechoslovaks	  against	  the	  communist	  power	  of	  the	  East	  connect	  the	  two	  intellectuals’	  views	  but	  the	   East	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   Europe	   and	   the	   West	   signified	   something	   quite	   different	   for	  them.	  According	  to	  Nataša	  Kovačević	  (2010:	  145),	  for	  Milan	  Kundera	  Europe	  came	  to	  signify	  Western	  Europe	  as	  he	  regarded	  most	  of	  its	  qualities	  good	  and	  desirable.	  For	  Václav	  Havel,	  as	  indicated	  in	  “Power	  of	  the	  Powerless”	  (1978:	  74),	  “there	  is	  no	  real	   evidence	   that	  Western	  democracy,	   that	   is,	   democracy	  of	   the	   traditional	   par-­‐liamentary	   type,	   can	  offer	   solutions	   that	   are	  more	  profound”.	  However,	   both	   au-­‐thors	  agreed	  that	  the	  problem	  of	  power	  was	  the	  same	  in	  the	  West	  than	  in	  the	  East	  as	  they	  were	  part	  of	  the	  same	  modern	  crisis	  (Kundera,	  1978:	  149;	  Popescu,	  2011:	  38).	  A	   solution	   for	   rescuing	   their	  Czechoslovakian	  nation	   from	   the	  dominance	  of	  the	  Eastern	  power	  came	  to	  be	  known	  as	  “Central	  Europe”.	  	  	  	  
4.2. Central	  Europe	  or	  Střední	  Evropa	  	  
What	   is	   Central	   Europe?	   An	   uncertain	   zone	   of	   small	   nations	   between	  
Russia	  and	  Germany.	  	  
	  
	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Kundera,	  “Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”)	  	  
A	   ‘no-­‐man’s-­‐land’	   between	   the	   blocs	   into	  which	   Europe	   is	   divided	  will	  
not	  bring	  peace.	  
	  	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Havel,	  “Anatomy	  of	  a	  Reticence”)	  	  The	  second	  category	  of	  analysis	  addresses	  the	  natural	  sequence	  in	  the	  debate	  over	  Eastern	   Europe	   and	   Russia	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   Western	   Europe,	   i.e.	   the	   lands	   in-­‐between	  what	  prior	  to	  Cold	  War	  was	  known	  as	  Central	  Europe.	  The	  two	  extracts	  above,	  the	  former	   taken	   from	   Kundera’s	   famous	   essay	   “Tragedy	   of	   Central	   Europe”	   (1984)	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and	   the	   latter	   from	  Havel’s	  essay	   “Anatomy	  of	  a	  Reticence”	   (1985),	   contribute	   to	  the	   contemporary	   historiographical	   debate	   on	   the	   nature	   of	   in-­‐between-­‐ness	   of	  Czechoslovakia,	  having	  the	  capitalist	  West	  on	  one	  side	  and	  the	  communist	  Soviet	  Union	  on	  the	  other.	  The	  dissident	  intellectuals	  of	  the	  1980s	  advocated	  the	  concept	  of	  a	  unique,	  independent	  Central	  European	  space	  and	  to	  have	  the	  right	  to	  reclaim	  their	   true	   cultural	   bonds	   (Krauthamer,	   2009:	   2).	  Milan	   Kundera	   appeared	   as	   an	  intellectual	  of	  the	  kind	  in	  the	  forefront.	  In	  contrast,	  Václav	  Havel’s	  outlook	  on	  Cen-­‐tral	  Europe	  was	  more	  ambiguous	  and	  undefined,	  albeit	  largely	  sceptical.	  I	  will	  ap-­‐proach	  the	  two	  authors’	  perceptions	  from	  three	  different	  angles.	  Firstly,	  I	  seek	  to	  find	  out	  what	  the	  ideas	  of	  the	  centre	  or	  in-­‐between-­‐ness	  effectively	  meant	  for	  them	  according	  to	  their	  narratives.	  As	  explained	  in	  Chapter	  2,	  Central	  Europe	  has	  been	  viewed	  either	  as	  something	  concrete	  and	  real	  or	  as	  part	  of	  a	  mental	  or	  imaginary	  construction.	  This	  is	  the	  second	  angle	  to	  be	  addressed.	  Finally,	  the	  relationship	  of	  the	  Centre	  to	  the	  East	  as	  well	  as	  respectively	  to	  the	  West	  will	  be	  evaluated	  as	  illu-­‐minated	  in	  their	  discourses.	  	  	  	  	  As	  most	  of	   the	   intellectual	  debate	  on	  Central	  Europe	  experienced	   its	   limelight	   in	  the	  1980s,	  assessing	  the	  authors’	  earlier	  works	  is	  perhaps	  not	  most	  pertinent	  for	  this	  study.	  However,	  the	  1968–69	  debate	  on	  the	  “Czech	  Destiny”	  between	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  already	  introduced	  the	  theme	  of	  the	  distinctiveness	  and	  uniqueness	  of	  the	  Central	  European	  space.	  In	  his	  inaugural	  essay	  “Czech	  Destiny”,	  Milan	  Kundera	  posed	  the	  question	  whether	  “the	  re-­‐establishment	  of	  our	  small	  nation	  at	  the	  centre	  of	  Europe	  [had]	  been	  at	  all	  worthwhile	  […]”.27	  He	  argued	  that,	  by	  and	  large,	  one	  of	  these	  attempts	  was	  the	  creation	  of	  “Socialism	  with	  a	  Human	  Face”	  as	  a	  unique	  oc-­‐casion	  when	  “the	  Czechs	  and	  Slovaks	  placed	  themselves	  at	  the	  centre	  of	  world	  his-­‐tory	   for	   the	   first	   time	   since	   the	  Middle	  Ages	  and	  addressed	   the	  world	  with	   their	  challenge”	   (Kundera,	  1968:	  4).	   In	  his	   response	   “Czech	  Destiny?”	   (1969:	  4),	  Havel	  questioned	  Kundera’s	  perception	  of	  the	  singularity	  of	  the	  Czech	  experience	  at	  the	  centre:	  	   Indeed,	  if	  we’re	  going	  to	  imagine	  that	  a	  country	  has	  placed	  itself	  at	  the	  center	  of	  world	  history	  because	  it	  wishes	  to	  establish	  freedom	  of	  ex-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  27	  Albeit	  introduced	  already	  in	  1968,	  Kundera	  re-­‐evaluated	  the	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe	  approxi-­‐mately	  fifteen	  years	  later	  in	  his	  essay	  ”The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”	  (1984)	  and	  in	  many	  ways	  he	  had	  changed	  his	  mind	  about	  the	  extent	  of	  this	  tragedy	  (see	  4.4.)	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pression	  –	  something	  taken	  for	  granted	  in	  most	  of	  the	  civilized	  world	  –	  and	   to	   check	   the	   tyranny	  of	   its	   secret	  police,	   in	  all	   seriousness	  we	  shall	  become	  nothing	  more	   than	   self-­‐complacent	  hacks,	   laughable	   in	  our	  provincial	  messianism!	  	  Kundera’s	  claim	  of	  the	  uniqueness	  of	  the	  Czech	  lands	  and	  their	  centrality	  in	  world	  history	  ultimately	  developed	  into	  an	  idea	  of	  a	  common	  Central	  European	  culture.	  Havel,	  in	  contrast,	  adopted	  a	  more	  sceptical	  view	  towards	  the	  uniqueness	  of	  Cen-­‐tral	  Europe	  as	  a	  cultural	   identity	  (Sabatos,	  2008:	  1827),	  as	  the	  excerpt	   in	  the	  be-­‐ginning	  of	   this	   section	   explicates.	  Kundera’s	   second	  essay	   and	   a	   response	   to	  Ha-­‐vel’s	   counterargument,	   “Radicalism	   and	   Exhibitionism”,	   attempted	   once	   again	   to	  prove	  Havel’s	  scepticism	  wrong.	  Kundera	  maintained	  that	  “man	  is	  mortal	  and	  the	  Czech	  lands	  are	  in	  Central	  Europe	  […]	  drawing	  on	  their	  ties	  with	  the	  two	  opposing	  cultures,	   they	   created	   a	   unique	   identity,	   a	   unique	   ‘Czecho-­‐slovakian	   ideology”	  (Kundera,	  1969:	  1).	  	  	  For	  Milan	  Kundera,	  the	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe	  began	  formulating	  to	  a	  substan-­‐tial	  degree	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  an	  exiled	  writer	  in	  Paris	  since	  the	  mid-­‐1970s.	  In	  his	  novel,	  The	  Book	  of	  Laughter	  and	  Forgetting	  (1978),	  Kundera	  views	  his	  homeland	  as	  something	  unique	  and	  distinct	  from	  the	  East	  as	  well	  as	  from	  the	  West.	  It	  is	  worth	  pointing	  out	  that	  he	  was	  keen	  on	  depicting	  the	  geographical	  distances	  and	  distinc-­‐tions	  between	  the	  two	  opposing	  poles	  despite	  the	   fact	   that	  he	  did	  not	  attempt	  to	  define	   the	   “centre”	   in	   any	   strict	   cartographical	   sense.	  With	   close	   resemblance	   to	  Kundera’s	  own	  life	  as	  an	  exiled	  intellectual,	  the	  narrator	  of	  the	  novel	  looks	  “to	  far-­‐away	   Prague”,	   “watching	   them	   [Czechoslovaks]	   from	   the	   great	   distance	   of	   two	  thousand	  kilometres”	  (Kundera,	  1978:	  109,	  176).	  	  	  Expressing	  some	  geographical	  concreteness,	  Kundera	  depicted	  the	  Elbe	  River28	  as	  the	  dividing	  line	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  as	  “everywhere	  east	  of	  Elbe,	  chil-­‐dren	   belong	   to	  what	   are	   called	  Pioneer	   organizations”	   (Kundera,	   1978:	   238).	   By	  “Pioneer	  organizations”	  Kundera	  referred	  to	  the	  Soviet	  youth	  organisations	  of	  the	  communist	   period.	   Tamina,	   another	   protagonist	   of	   the	   novel,	   is	   depicted	   in	   her	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  28	  The	  river	  Elbe	  is	  one	  of	  the	  longest	  rivers	  of	  Central	  Europe,	  rising	  from	  the	  mountainous	  area	  in	  the	  north	  of	  Czech	  Republic,	  travelling	  through	  much	  of	  Bohemia	  (the	  Western	  and	  Central	  part	  of	  Czech	  Republic)	  and	  Germany	  to	  the	  North	  Sea.	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journey	   to	   an	   island	   where	   the	   communist	   youth	   organisation	   was	   located,	  “somewhere	  beyond	  the	  measurable	  borders	  of	  East	  and	  West”	  (Banerjee,	  1990).	  Tamina,	  an	  émigré	  like	  Kundera	  himself,	  resides	  in	  the	  West	  of	  Europe	  for	  most	  of	  the	   communist	   period.	   In	   the	   novel,	   she	   is	   characterised	   as	   an	   “in-­‐between-­‐er”,	  torn	  between	  her	  old	  and	  adopted	  homelands:	  “The	  émigré	  wakes	  up	  with	  a	  feeling	  of	   desperate	   homelessness	   and	   alienation	   […]	   Tamina	   is	   left	   between	   the	   two	  countries,	   helpless,	   alone,	   uncomprehend,	   and	   purposeless”	   (Píchová,	   2002:	   49).	  The	  idea	  of	  the	  centre	  appeared	  as	  something	  imaginary	  and	  undefined,	  forthcom-­‐ing	   in	  Kundera’s	  writings.	   The	   concept	   got	   consolidated	   in	  Kundera’s	   thought	   in	  the	  following	  decade	  when	  Central	  Europe	  fully	  ascended	  as	  a	  central	  theme	  of	  his	  writings.	  	  	  “The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”,	  originally	  published	   in	  The	  New	  York	  Review	  of	  
Books	  in	  1984,	  marks	  the	  culmination	  of	  Kundera’s	  imaginary	  and	  illusionary	  cen-­‐tre	  as	  he	   finally	  pursued	   to	  concretise	   the	  debate	   in	   this	  polemical	   treatise.	  Kun-­‐dera	  (1984a:	  1-­‐2)	  stated	  that	  the	  lands	  that	  were	  regarded	  Western	  prior	  to	  1945	  were	   suddenly	   shifted	   to	   the	   East,	  which	   created	   a	   complex	   situation	  where	   the	  most	   complicated	  one	  was	   ”that	   of	   the	  part	   of	  Europe	   situated	  geographically	   in	  the	  centre	  –	  culturally	  in	  the	  West	  and	  politically	  in	  the	  East”.	  Kundera	  was	  of	  the	  opinion	  that	  Central	  Europe	  signified	  “the	  eastern	  border	  of	  the	  West”	  without	  fur-­‐ther	  defining	  which	  areas	  or	   countries	   comprise	   it.	  Hereby	  Kundera	   represented	  that	  Central	  Europe	  could	  not	  be	  reduced	  to	  a	  definition	  based	  on	  political	  bounda-­‐ries	  but	  instead	  can	  be	  determined	  	  
[…]	  by	  the	  great	  common	  situations	  that	  reassemble	  peoples,	  regroup	  them	   in	   ever	   new	   ways	   along	   the	   imaginary	   and	   ever-­‐changing	  boundaries	   that	  mark	   a	   realm	   inhabited	   by	   the	   same	  memories,	   the	  same	  problems	  and	  conflicts,	  the	  same	  common	  traditions	  (Kundera,	  1984a:	  7).	  	  	  Kundera’s	  Central	  Europe	  appeared	  as	  something	  substantially	  ambiguous	  without	  defined	  borders,	   but	   instead,	   it	   provided	   an	   opportunity	   to	   form	   a	   new	   sense	   of	  interconnected	  cultural	   identity	  (Sabatos,	  2008:	  1835).	  The	  key	  objective	  of	  Kun-­‐dera’s	  essay,	  as	  argued	  by	  Sabatos	  (2011),	  was	  to	  help	  to	  create	  a	  new	  image	  for	  the	   region.	   In	   the	  Cold	  War	  context,	  however,	   the	   term	  “Central	  Europe”	  as	   such	  projected	  itself	  as	  a	  desperate	  attempt	  to	  escape	  the	  designation	  of	  Czechoslovakia	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as	  Eastern,	  seeking	  to	  break	  the	  civilizational	  boundaries	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	   (Kovačević,	   2008:	   9,	   87).	   The	  uncertainty	   of	   this	   zone	   between	  Russia	   and	  Germany	  worried	  Kundera	  as	  he	  constantly	  feared	  that	  these	  lands	  were	  in	  danger	  of	   ceasing	   to	   exist	   at	   any	  moment.	   Section	  4.4.	  will	   examine	   this	   argument	  more	  thoroughly	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  Czech	  lands.	  	  	  Václav	  Havel,	  on	   the	  other	  hand,	  did	  not	   contribute	   to	   the	  debate	  on	  Central	  Eu-­‐rope	  nearly	  as	  visibly	  as	  his	   compatriot	  Kundera.	  Despite	   the	  occasional	   appear-­‐ances	  as	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  “Czech	  Destiny”	  –debate,	  his	  strategy	  of	  silencing	  about	  it	   can	   be	   understood	   significant	   in	   itself,	   as	   “an	   argument	   from	   silence”	   (Lange,	  1966).	  Nevertheless,	   in	  the	   light	  of	  this	  study,	   it	   is	  at	   least	  as	   important	  to	  assess	  what	  he	   indeed	   said	  about	  Central	  Europe	  and	  about	   the	   concept	  of	   in-­‐between-­‐ness.	  Central	  Europe	  for	  Havel	  did	  not	  emerge	  as	  something	  he	  would	  have	  consid-­‐ered	   important	  or	   even	  necessary.	   In	  his	   essay	   “Six	  Asides	   about	  Culture”,	  Havel	  draws	  a	  clear	  distinction	  between	  his	  nation	  and	   the	  West	   (more	  specifically	   the	  English	  elegance	  and	  the	  French	  charm)	  by	  asserting	  that	  he	  does	  not	  want	  to	  be	  part	  of	  them.	  The	  West	  was	  not	  a	  solution	  for	  Havel	  even	  though	  he	  admitted	  the	  decay	   of	   his	   region,	   the	   “somewhat	   heavy-­‐handed	   central	   Europe”,	   on	   the	   basis	  that	   “there	   are	   no	  more	   gifted	   writers,	   painters	   or	   musicians	   in	   Czechoslovakia	  today	  than	  there	  were	  at	  any	  time	  in	  the	  past”	  (Havel,	  1984:	  127,	  129).	  	  	  A	  year	  later	  in	  his	  essay	  “Anatomy	  of	  a	  Reticence”,	  Havel	  interprets	  the	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe	  with	  a	  distinctively	  negative	  undertone.	  Havel	  apprehends	  Central	  Europe	  with	  a	  deep	  suspicion	  rather	  than	  with	  a	  Kundera-­‐like	  optimism	  as	  previ-­‐ously	  illustrated.	  Havel’s	  positioning	  is	  best	  portrayed	  in	  the	  following	  statement:	  	  	  	  I	  believe	  that	  a	  distinctive	  central	  European	  scepticism	  is	  inescapably	  a	   part	   of	   the	   spiritual,	   cultural,	   and	   intellectual	   phenomenon	   that	   is	  central	  Europe	  as	   it	  has	  been	  formed	  and	  is	  being	  formed	  by	  certain	  specific	   historical	   experiences,	   including	   those	  which	   today	   seem	   to	  lie	  dormant	  in	  our	  collective	  unconscious	  (Havel,	  1985:	  175).	  	  In	  this	  excerpt,	  Havel	  raised	  the	  idea	  of	  Central	  European	  scepticism,	  which	  he	  re-­‐garded	   as	   the	   product	   of	   the	   region’s	   history	   and	   predominant	   in	   the	   collective	  unconscious	  of	  its	  citizens	  (Tucker,	  2000:	  162).	  In	  the	  latter	  part	  of	  the	  essay,	  Ha-­‐vel	  proposed	  a	  concrete	  solution	  for	  the	  lands	  that	  had	  the	  misfortune	  to	  be	  locat-­‐
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ed	  between	  the	  Eastern	  and	  Western	  powers.	  He	  argued	  that	  “[f]ew	  people	  would	  be	  happier	  than	  a	  Pole,	  a	  Czechoslovak,	  or	  a	  Hungarian	  were	  Europe	  soon	  turn	  into	  a	   free	  community	  of	   independent	  countries	   in	  which	  no	  great	  power	  would	  have	  its	   armies	   and	   its	   rockets”	   (Havel,	   1985:	  179).	  Havel’s	   suggestion	   for	   solving	   the	  dilemma	  would	  not	  be	  a	  Central	  Europe	  per	  se	  but	  simply	  a	  hope	  for	  freedom	  and	  independence	   in	   Europe.	   Havel	   (1985:	   190)	   ultimately	   showed	   his	   indifference	  and	   disbelief	   towards	   revitalising	   “Central	   Europe”	   by	   declaring	   it	   “a	   ‘no-­‐man’s-­‐land’	  between	   the	  blocs	   into	  which	  Europe	   is	  divided	   [that]	  will	  not	  bring	  peace.	  The	  central	  European	  states	  would	  be	  the	  first	  to	  be	  blown	  sky	  high	  […]”.	  	  	  	  Based	  on	  the	  aforesaid	  perceptions	  by	  Havel	  from	  around	  the	  same	  period	  as	  Kun-­‐dera’s	   “The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”	  was	  published,	  one	   could	  argue	   that	  Ha-­‐vel’s	   stance	  seems	   to	   reflect	  much	  more	  concreteness	  and	  realism	  but	  also	  more	  pessimism	   than	  Kundera’s	   imaginary	  and	  perhaps	  also	   illusionary	  visions	  on	   the	  rise	   and	   revival	   of	   Central	   Europe.	   As	   maintained	   by	   Keane	   (2000:	   206),	   Havel	  nevertheless	   recognised	   that	   East-­‐Central	   Europe	   was	   under	   siege	   and	   that	   its	  whole	   identity	   would	   ultimately	   be	   condemned	   to	   an	   end.	   He	   adopted	   a	   rather	  sceptical	  position	  to	  observe	  the	  two	  opposing	  directions	  from	  his	  hometown	  Pra-­‐gue:	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  in	  relation	  to	  his	  native	  land	  Czechoslovakia.	  As	  Rupnik	  (1990:	  272-­‐273)	  has	  postulated,	  Václav	  Havel’s	  Central	  Europe	  had	  “grown	  allergic	  to	  any	  promises	  of	  a	   ‘radiant	   tomorrow’”	  and	   that	   ideologies	  neither	   in	   the	  West	  nor	  the	  East	  would	  be	  able	  to	  match	  with	  the	  ideals	  of	  the	  central	  European	  lands.	  	  	  	  In	  contrast,	  by	  no	  means	  had	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  Central	  Europe	  an	  empty	  meaning.	  In	  his	  essay	  “An	  Introduction	  to	  a	  Variation”	  he	  proposed	  with	  a	  poetic	  tinge:	  	  Faced	  with	  the	  eternity	  of	  the	  Russian	  night,	  I	  had	  experienced	  in	  Pra-­‐gue	  the	  violent	  end	  of	  Western	  culture	  such	  as	  it	  was	  conceived	  at	  the	  dawn	  of	   the	  modern	  age,	  based	  on	   the	   individual	  and	  his	   reason,	  on	  pluralism	  of	   thought	   and	  on	   tolerance.	   In	   a	   small	  Western	   country	   I	  experienced	  the	  end	  of	  the	  West	  (Kundera,	  1985).	  	  	  Kundera’s	  objective	  was	  to	  prove	  that	  Central	  Europe	  had	  placed	  itself	  on	  the	  east-­‐ern	  border	  of	  the	  West	  for	  a	  conscious	  association	  with	  western	  culture	  and	  poli-­‐tics	  that	  should	  be	  desired	  (Kovačević	  2010:	  147).	  Various	  scholars	  have	  attempt-­‐ed	  to	  interpret	  Kundera’s	  narratives	  of	  Central	  Europe,	  most	  notably	  Timothy	  Gar-­‐
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ton	  Ash	  and	  Tony	  Judt.	  As	  stated	  by	  Garton	  Ash	  (1999a:	  302-­‐303)	  in	  the	  following,	  Kundera’s	  idea	  of	  Central	  Europe	  was	  directed	  first	  and	  foremost	  against	  the	  East	  and	  Russian	  “other”:	  “the	  Kunderaesque	  view	  of	  Central	  Europe,	  arguing	  as	  it	  does	  from	  culture	   to	  politics,	   fits	  perfectly	   into	   the	  Huntingtonian	  scheme”.29	  As	   intro-­‐duced	   previously,	   Kundera’s	   narration	   of	   Central	   Europe	   therefore	   entailed	   a	  largely	   orientalist	   tone	   against	   the	   Eastern	   “Orient”	   while,	   at	   the	   same	   time,	   he	  sought	  to	  find	  rescue	  from	  the	  West.	  For	  him,	  Prague	  always	  belonged	  to	  Central	  Europe	   and	  hence	  was	   part	   of	   the	  Occident	   (Lutsky,	   2009:	   110).	   Secondly,	   Tony	  Judt	  (1990:	  32)	  proposed	  that	  Kundera	  had	  an	  essentially	  peculiar	  Czech	  vision	  of	  Central	  Europe,	  “gloomy,	  sceptical,	  suspicious,	  self-­‐critical,	  and	  insecure”.	  Perhaps	  “gloomy”	  and	  “self-­‐critical”	  are	  apt	  for	  characterising	  his	  narratives,	  but	  the	  rest	  of	  these	  adjectives	  would	  rather	  describe	  Václav	  Havel’s	  understanding	  of	  the	  centre.	  	  	  By	   and	   large,	   Kundera	   and	  Havel	   occupied	   essentially	   contrasting	   positions	   con-­‐cerning	  the	  idea	  and	  project	  of	  Central	  Europe.	  The	  former	  was	  among	  the	  core	  of	  the	  central	  and	  eastern	  European	  intellectuals	  speaking	  for	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  common	  Central	  European	  space,	   culture	  and	   identity;	   the	   latter	  with	  a	   sceptical	  and	  antagonistic	  perception	  of	   the	   lands	   in	  the	  middle	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  their	  eastern	  and	  western	  borders.	  The	  debate	  between	  the	  two	  intellectuals,	  which	  emerged	  in	  the	  late	   1960s	   with	   the	   arguments	   on	   Czech	   destiny,	   already	   set	   the	   stage	   for	   two	  competing	  visions:	  Kundera’s	  idealism	  and	  optimism,	  and	  Havel’s	  realism	  and	  pes-­‐simism.	  Despite	  the	  disputed	  starting	  points	  for	  perceiving	  both	  the	  East	  (or	  Russia	  more	  specifically)	  and	   the	  Centre,	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  nevertheless	  presented	   in-­‐triguing	  and	  persuasive	  arguments	  on	  the	  consequences	  of	  the	  arbitrary	  and	  unfair	  spatial	  arrangements	  in	  the	  post-­‐Second	  World	  War	  Europe.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  29	  Garton	  Ash	  advances	  that	  Kundera’s	  position	  substantially	  parallels	  with	  Huntington’s	  (1993/2003)	  claim	  that	  there	  is	  an	  eternal	  need	  for	  construing	  enemies	  or	  ”othering”	  in	  our	  socie-­‐ties.	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4.3. Victimhood	  	  
‘But	   it’s	   not	  over	   yet	   in	  Prague!’	   she	  protested,	   and	   tried	   to	   explain	   to	  
him	  in	  her	  bad	  German	  that	  at	  this	  very	  moment,	  even	  with	  the	  country	  
occupied,	  with	  everything	  against	  them,	  workers’	  councils	  were	  forming	  
in	   the	   factories,	   the	   students	  were	   going	   out	   on	   strike	   demanding	   the	  
departure	   of	   the	   Russians,	   and	   the	   whole	   country	   was	   saying	   aloud	  
what	  it	  thought.	   ‘That’s	  what’s	  so	  unbelievable!	  And	  nobody	  here	  cares	  
any	  more.’	  
	  
	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Kundera,	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being)	  
	   	   	  
We	  are	  all	  responsible	   for	  the	  sad	  shape	  our	  world	   is	   in	  […]	  We’re	  cal-­‐
lous,	  indolent,	  indifferent,	  deaf	  to	  the	  voices	  of	  those	  near	  and	  dear	  to	  us	  
and	  blind	  to	  their	  pain.	  
	  
	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Havel,	  Redevelopment	  or	  Slum	  Clearance)	  	  	  Whether	  an	  overstatement	  or	  not,	  almost	  overnight	  the	  people	  living	  in	  the	  Central	  European	  countries	  found	  themselves	  sandwiched	  between	  the	  communist	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  the	  capitalist	  Western	  Europe.	  Besides	  the	  long	  period	  of	  turmoil	  in	  the	  history	  of	  Czechoslovakia,	  the	  consequences	  of	  the	  1945	  division	  of	  the	  continent	  hit	  them	  hard.	  The	  excerpt	  above	  from	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  novel	  from	  1984	  presents	  a	  narration	  of	  one	  of	  the	  novel’s	  protagonists,	  Tereza,	  who	  as	  an	  émigré	  in	  Switzer-­‐land	  is	  overwhelmed	  by	  the	  silence	  and	  ignorance	  of	  a	  Western	  country	  toward	  the	  tragedy	  taking	  place	  some	  hundreds	  of	  kilometres	  to	  the	  East.	  Was	  it	  not	  enough	  to	  be	  a	  victim	  of	  the	  communist	  repression	  but	  also	  a	  victim	  of	  Western	  indifference?	  In	  the	  second	  extract	  taken	  from	  a	  play	  from	  1987,	  Václav	  Havel	  turns	  the	  idea	  of	  victimhood	  upside	  down	  and	  understands	  victimhood	  from	  a	  perspective	  of	  perpe-­‐tration	  and	  responsibility.	  In	  this	  regard,	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  positions	  to	  the	  idea	  of	  victimhood	  differ	  greatly	  from	  each	  other.	  In	  the	  following,	  I	  investigate	  the	  con-­‐cept	  of	  victimhood	  –	  together	  with	  the	  concepts	  of	  perpetration	  and	  responsibility	  –	  as	  presented	   in	  the	  primary	  material	  and	  seek	  to	   find	  answers	  to	  the	   following	  questions:	  To	  what	  extend	  did	  the	  authors	  feel	  victimised	  by	  the	  East,	  or,	  respec-­‐tively	  by	  the	  West?	  Who	  did	  they	  put	  the	  blame	  on	  and	  what	  role	  did	  responsibility	  or	   accountability	   play	   in	   their	   perceptions	   of	   the	   tragic	   nature	   of	   the	   Cold	  War	  transformations?	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Both	  Kundera	   and	  Havel	   addressed	   the	   idea	   of	   victimhood	   in	   various	  ways	   over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  In	  each	  decade	  since	  1968	  victimhood	  entailed	  differ-­‐ent	   implications	   and	   meanings.	   Nonetheless,	   the	   core	   assumption	   was	   that	   the	  Czechoslovaks,	  particularly	   its	   intellectuals,	  had	  become	  victims	  under	   the	  Soviet	  ideology,	  invasion	  and	  oppression.	  In	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  first	  novel,	  The	  Joke	  (1967),	  victimhood	  already	  appears	  as	  one	  of	  the	  key	  motifs,	  both	  directly	  and	  indirectly.	  The	   novel	   addresses	   feelings	   of	   inertia	   associated	   with	   living	   in	   the	   communist	  world,	  as	  narrated	  by	  the	  protagonist:	  “[…]	  I	  was	  equally	  aware	  that	  this	  home	  was	  not	  of	  this	  world	  (though	  what	  kind	  of	  home	  was	  it	  if	  it	  wasn’t	  of	  this	  world?)	  that	  we	   were	   singing	   and	   playing	   were	   only	   memories,	   recollections,	   an	   imaginary	  preservation	   of	   something	   that	   no	   longer	   was	   […]”	   (Kundera,	   1967:	   316).	   The	  growing	   apathy	   that	   Kundera	   describes	   emphasises	   the	   decadence	   of	   the	   Czech	  culture	  under	  Communism	  as	  a	   loss	  sense	  of	  one’s	   space	  and	  place	   in	   the	  world.	  Ludvík,	  the	  main	  character	  of	  the	  novel,	  is	  portrayed	  as	  an	  unlucky	  victim	  of	  Com-­‐munism	   after	   having	  written	   an	   anti-­‐communist	   joke:	   the	   joke	  was	   later	   discov-­‐ered	  and	  as	  a	  consequence,	  made	  him	  lose	  his	  party	  membership.	  As	  asserted	  by	  Steiner	   (2000:	  205),	   Ludvík	  was	  keen	  on	  depicting	  himself	   first	   and	   foremost	   as	  the	  victim	  of	  the	  Marxist-­‐Leninist	  utopia	  and	  not	  one	  of	  its	  promoters,	  despite	  the	  fact	  he	  was	  later	  unwillingly	  involved	  in	  the	  abuses	  of	  power	  after	  the	  communist	  takeover	  in	  1948.	  	  	  In	  Life	  is	  Elsewhere	  (1973),	  Kundera	  shifts	  the	  focus	  from	  ordinary	  people,	  such	  as	  Ludvík	   in	  The	   Joke,	   to	   intellectuals	   –	  writers,	   poets,	   artists	   and	   such	   –	   to	   depict	  them	  as	  the	  victims	  of	  the	  oppressive	  system,	  which	  was	  limiting	  their	  artistic	  and	  personal	  freedoms.	  The	  novel	  portrays	  how	  both	  the	  art	  and	  the	  poetry	  were	  dead,	  and	  an	  escape	  from	  the	  decadence	  of	  culture	  was	  to	  be	  found	  somewhere	  else.	  Cor-­‐responding	  with	  the	  name	  of	  the	  novel,	  the	  narrator	  of	  the	  novel	  denotes	  that	  “life	  is	  elsewhere,	  or	  it	  is	  nowhere”	  (Kundera,	  1973:	  150),	  which	  signifies	  the	  tragedy	  of	  many	  intellectuals	  who	  left	  to	  look	  for	  a	  safe	  haven	  in	  the	  West	  of	  Europe.	  In	  The	  
Book	  of	   Laughter	  and	  Forgetting	   (1978),	   Kundera	   underlines	   that	   the	   artists	   be-­‐came	  the	  chief	  victims	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  the	  Soviet	   invasion	  and	  the	  placing	  of	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the	  “President	  of	  Forgetting”,30	  Gustáv	  Husák,	   into	  power:	   “The	  Russians	  put	  him	  into	  power	  in	  1969.	  Not	  since	  1621	  has	  the	  Czech	  people	  experienced	  such	  a	  dev-­‐astation	  of	  culture	  and	  intellectuals”	  (Kundera,	  1978:	  217).31	  	  In	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being	   from	  1984,	  Kundera’s	  narrative	  voice	  funda-­‐mentally	  changed	  when	  he	  depicts	  the	  Czechs	  as	  the	  victims	  of	  the	  Russian	  occupa-­‐tion.	  First	  of	  all,	   its	  narrator	  characterises	  the	  events	  of	  1968	  with	  a	  strongly	  an-­‐tagonistic	  tone:	  “As	  I	  have	  said,	  the	  Russian	  invasion	  was	  not	  only	  a	  tragedy;	  it	  was	  a	  carnival	  of	  hate	  filled	  with	  a	  curious	  (and	  no	  longer	  explicable)	  euphoria”	  (Kun-­‐dera,	   1984a:	   64).	   Prague,	   which	   had	   staged	   as	   the	   “carnival	   of	   hate”	   in	   August	  1968,	  had	  now	  returned	  to	  the	  phase	  of	  Normalisation	  and	  to	   its	  usual	  historical	  role	  as	  “pliant	  victim”	  (Banerjee	  1990:	  229).	  One	  of	  the	  novel’s	  characters,	  Sabina,	  is	   portrayed	  as	   an	   exiled	   artist	   from	  communist	  Czechoslovakia	   trying	   to	   escape	  the	  wave	  of	  cultural	  barbarism	  endangering	  the	  lives	  and	  futures	  of	  the	  intelligent-­‐sia.	   Contemplating	   her	   personal	   tragedy	   as	   an	   émigré,	   Sabina	   labels	   the	   com-­‐munists	   as	   the	   responsible	   ones:	   “Then	   everyone	   took	   to	   shouting	   at	   the	   Com-­‐munists:	  You’re	  the	  ones	  responsible	  for	  our	  country’s	  misfortunes	  (it	  had	  grown	  poor	   and	   desolate),	   for	   its	   loss	   of	   independence	   (it	   had	   fallen	   into	   the	   hands	   of	  Russians),	   for	   its	   judicial	  murders”	   (Kundera,	  1984a:	  170).	  Kundera	   stressed	   the	  innocence	  of	   the	   individual	   citizens	   and	   their	   victimhood	  by	   the	  Soviet	   rule.	  The	  novel’s	  protagonists	  Thomas	  and	  Tereza32	  present	  an	  example	  of	  this	  personal	  vic-­‐timhood:	  	  	   He	   [Thomas]	   returned,	   humiliated,	   to	   address	  his	  humiliated	  nation.	  He	  was	   so	   humiliated	  he	   could	  not	   even	   speak.	   Tereza	  would	  never	  forget	   those	   awful	   pauses	   in	   the	  middle	   of	   his	   sentences.	   […]	   Those	  pauses	  contained	  all	  the	  horror	  that	  had	  befallen	  their	  country.	  It	  was	  the	  seventh	  day	  of	  the	  invasion	  (Kundera,	  1984a:	  68-­‐69).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  30	  Husák	  was	  known	  as	  the	  ”President	  of	  Forgetting”	  for	  leading	  the	  people	  of	  Czechoslovakia	  away	  from	  memory.	  In	  1969,	  he	  dismissed	  145	  Czech	  historians	  from	  the	  universities	  and	  research	  insti-­‐tutes.	  	  31	  In	  1621,	  27	  Protestant	  leaders	  were	  executed	  in	  Prague	  and	  a	  ban	  on	  all	  religions	  except	  Catholi-­‐cism	  was	  introduced.	  The	  Czech	  language	  and	  national	  consciousness	  were	  majorly	  suppressed	  until	  reforms	  during	  Enlightenment.	  	  32	  Thomas	  is	  a	  Czech	  surgeon	  and	  an	  intellectual,	  who	  writes	  a	  letter	  to	  an	  editor,	  in	  which	  he	  com-­‐pares	  the	  Czech	  Communists	  to	  Oedipus	  and	  consequently	  is	  stripped	  of	  his	  career.	  Tereza	  is	  the	  wife	  of	  Thomas	  and	  a	  photographer	  who	  engages	  herself	  to	  dissident	  photojournalism	  during	  the	  1968	  Soviet	  occupation.	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Kundera’s	  description	  of	  the	  East,	  as	  exemplified	  in	  this	  novel,	  underlines	  the	  de-­‐moralising	   and	   stigmatising	   effect	   of	   the	   Soviet	   rule	  over	  his	   country	  victimising	  each	  and	  one	  individual	  living	  in	  the	  country.	  	  	  	  	  Václav	   Havel’s	   perceptions	   resemble	  with	   Kundera’s	   only	   to	   a	   certain	   extent,	   as	  illustrated	   in	   his	   narration	   of	   post-­‐totalitarianism	   in	   “Power	   of	   the	   Powerless”	  (1978).	   Despite	   the	   fact	   that	   Havel	   firmly	   denounces	   the	   totalitarian	   system,	   he	  explores	   the	   idea	   of	   victimhood	   through	   the	   notion	   of	   co-­‐responsibility.	   He	   gives	  the	  example	  of	  a	  Czechoslovak	  green	  grocer	  who	  displays	  the	  sign	  “Workers	  of	  the	  world,	  unite!”	  in	  his	  shop	  window	  as	  a	  failure	  to	  do	  so	  would	  show	  a	  sign	  of	  disloy-­‐alty.	  Havel	  argues	  that	  displaying	  the	  sign	  is	  not	  a	  symbol	  of	  honest	  support	  for	  the	  regime	  but	  a	  symbol	  of	  his	  contribution	  to	   it	  and	  humiliation	  by	   it:	   “[…]	   [T]hat	   is	  the	  way	  it	  has	  to	  be.	  If	  he	  were	  to	  refuse,	  there	  could	  be	  trouble”	  (Havel,	  1978:	  6-­‐7).	  Havel	   thus	   deplores	   the	   speciousness	   of	   the	   communist	   ideology	   by	   stating	   that	  “the	  primary	  excusatory	  function	  of	  ideology,	  therefore,	  is	  to	  provide	  people,	  both	  as	  victims	  and	  pillars	  of	  the	  post-­‐totalitarian	  system,	  with	  the	  illusion	  that	  the	  sys-­‐tem	  is	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  human	  order	  and	  the	  order	  of	  the	  universe”.	  The	  ideol-­‐ogy	   stresses	   its	   superiority	   and	   the	   impossibility	   of	   impartiality	   in	   the	   system	   it	  creates.	  Havel	  (1978:	  16-­‐17)	  explains	  the	  dualism	  of	  victimhood	  and	  perpetration	  in	  the	  following:	  	  By	  pulling	  everyone	  into	  its	  power	  structure,	  the	  post-­‐totalitarian	  sys-­‐tem	   makes	   everyone	   an	   instrument	   of	   a	   mutual	   totality,	   the	   auto-­‐totality	  of	  society.	  Everyone,	  however,	  is	  in	  fact	  involved	  and	  enslaved,	  not	  only	  the	  greengrocers	  but	  also	  the	  prime	  ministers.	  […]	  Position	  in	  the	  power	  hierarchy	  determines	  the	  degree	  of	  responsibility	  and	  guilt,	  but	  it	  gives	  no	  one	  unlimited	  responsibility	  and	  guilt,	  nor	  does	  it	  com-­‐pletely	  absolve	  anyone	  […]	  In	  the	  post-­‐totalitarian	  system,	  this	  line	  [of	  conflict]	   runs	  de	   facto	   through	  each	  person,	   for	  everyone	   in	  his	  own	  way	  is	  both	  a	  victim	  and	  a	  supporter	  of	  the	  system”.	  	  	  This	   excerpt	   best	   explains	   Havel’s	   chief	   idea	   of	   co-­‐responsibility33	  in	   the	   power	  hierarchy	  of	  the	  Soviet	  ideology.	  Havel	  was	  of	  the	  opinion	  that	  everyone	  in	  Czecho-­‐slovakia	  was	  simultaneously	  both	  a	  victim	  and	  a	  perpetrator	  by	  and	  of	  the	  system.	  He	  claimed	  that	  the	  line	  of	  demarcation	  of	  the	  late	  totalitarian	  regimes	  did	  not	  fol-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  33	  The	  idea	  of	  co-­‐responsibility	  will	  be	  analysed	  further	  in	  section	  4.4.	  with	  regard	  to	  Havel’s	  percep-­‐tions	  of	  fate	  in	  Czechoslovakia.	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low	  the	  strict	  “us	  vs.	   them”	  -­‐division,	  as	  argued	  by	  Kundera,	  but	  that	  the	  division	  went	   through	   each	   individual	   instead.	  No	  one	   could	   claim	   to	  be	  only	   a	   victim	  as	  everyone	  shared	  some	  degree	  of	  co-­‐responsibility	  for	  the	  contribution	  to	  the	  crea-­‐tion	  of	  the	  totalitarian	  system	  (Garton	  Ash,	  1999a:	  227;	  Tucker,	  2000:	  137).	  While	  citizens	   were	   obliged	   to	   align	   with	   the	   system	   that	   victimised	   them	   and	   forced	  them	  to	  “live	  in	  a	  lie”34	  (Havel,	  1978),	  Havel	  tried	  to	  avoid	  the	  simplistic	  deduction	  of	  his	  nation’s	  victimhood	  without	  first	  contemplating	  one’s	  own	  responsibility.	  	  	  	  Surprising	   and	   slightly	   contradictory	   in	   Havel’s	   thinking	   is	   the	   fact	   that	   despite	  stressing	  no	  one	  was	  simply	  a	  victim,	  he	  nevertheless	  presumed	  the	  Czech	  nation	  as	   the	  victim	  of	  Western	   indifference	  as	   the	  West	  allowed	  the	  Soviet	  Union	   jeop-­‐ardise	  their	  sovereignty.	  Particularly	  after	  being	  freed	  from	  prison	  in	  1983,	  many	  of	  his	  essays	  and	  speeches	  of	  that	  era	  reflect	  a	  negatively	  charged	  tone	  towards	  the	  West.	  In	  “Politics	  and	  Conscience”	  (1984),	  Havel	  juxtaposed	  the	  Eastern	  totalitari-­‐an	  system	  with	  the	  democracies	   in	  the	  West	  by	  affirming:	  “[…]	  no	  error	  could	  be	  greater	  than	  the	  one	  looming	  the	  largest:	  that	  of	  a	  failure	  to	  understand	  the	  totali-­‐tarian	  systems”.	  He	  came	  to	  a	  conclusion	  that	  a	  fundamental	  lack	  of	  understanding	  existed	   among	   the	  Westerners	   for	  what	  was	  happening	   in	  his	   country:	   “I	   cannot	  avoid	  the	  impression	  that	  many	  people	  in	  the	  West	  still	  understand	  little	  of	  what	  is	  actually	  at	  stake	  in	  our	  time”.	  In	  particular,	  Havel	  accused	  the	  intellectuals	  on	  the	  other	  side	  of	  the	  border	  of	  not	  understanding	  the	  precarious	  efforts	  made	  by	  the	  dissidents	  in	  the	  East.	  In	  his	  “Acceptance	  Speech”	  (1986)35	  Havel	  demonstrated	  the	  fateful	  consequences	  of	  Western	  ignorance	  in	  the	  1970s	  when	  several	  dozen	  polit-­‐ical	  prisoners	  were	  jailed	  by	  the	  regime:	  “While	  the	  outside	  world	  was	  well	  aware	  of	   their	   fate,	   there	  were	   few	   expressions	   of	   solidarity,	   partly	   due	   to	   a	   tragically	  mistaken	   interpretation	  of	  détente	  as	  of	  a	  policy	  of	  determined	  silence	  about	   the	  misdeeds	  of	  the	  other	  side”.	  He	  contended	  that	  this	  kind	  of	  ignorance	  might	  even-­‐tually	   come	  back	   to	   them	  as	   a	   boomerang:	   “It	   is	   as	   if	   people	   in	  Western	  Europe	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  34	  Havel’s	  famous	  phrase	  ”to	  live	  in	  a	  lie”	  signified	  to	  live	  in	  conflict	  with	  the	  values	  of	  the	  totalitari-­‐an	  system	  against	  one’s	  true	  beliefs	  and	  desires.	  Havel	  pronounced	  the	  need	  to	  pursue	  ”living	  in	  truth”	  –	  the	  differentiation	  from	  the	  officially	  mandated	  culture	  by	  the	  state	  (Havel,	  1978).	  	  35	  The	  Erasmus	  Prize	  of	  1986	  was	  awarded	  to	  Václav	  Havel	  and	  was	  the	  first	  award	  to	  an	  Eastern	  European.	  Havel	  himself	  was	  absent	  at	  the	  event	  because	  the	  political	  circumstances	  of	  his	  country	  and	  his	  status	  as	  a	  dissident	  prevented	  him	  from	  leaving	  Czechoslovakia.	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were	  beginning	   to	   realise	   that	   they	  will	   only	  hurt	   themselves	   if	   they	   shield	   their	  eyes	  from	  what	  is	  going	  on	  in	  the	  East	  and	  pretend	  that	  it	  does	  not	  concern	  them”.	  	  	  Throughout	   the	  second	  half	  of	   the	  1980s,	  Havel’s	  narration	  of	   the	  victimhood	  by	  the	  Western	  ignorance	  recurred	  in	  his	  writings.	  In	  his	  essay	  “Stories	  and	  Totalitar-­‐ianism”	  (1987),	  Havel	  approached	  the	  problem	  of	  Western	  ignorance	  with	  a	  com-­‐parison	  to	  another	  volatile	  country,	  Lebanon,36	  which	  had	  caught	  the	  attention	  of	  hundreds	  of	  Western	  reporters.	  In	  contrast,	  only	  one	  Western	  news	  agency	  existed	  in	  Prague	  because,	  as	  Havel	  expressed	   it;	   “nothing	   is	  happening	  here	   [in	  Czecho-­‐slovakia]”.	  Havel	  tried	  to	  prove	  that	  the	  conditions	  of	  his	  country	  could	  not	  be	  ig-­‐nored:	  “It	   is	  not	  true	  that	  Czechoslovakia	   is	   free	  of	  warfare	  and	  murder.	  The	  war	  and	   killing	   assume	   a	   different	   form:	   they	   have	   been	   shifted	   from	   the	   daylight	   of	  observable	  public	  events,	   to	   the	   twilight	  of	  unobservable	   inner	  destruction”.	  The	  absence	   of	   outright	   violence	   or	   killings	   should	   not	   have	   prevented	   the	  Western	  world	  to	  place	  their	  concern	  also	  on	  Czechoslovakia.	  From	  Havel’s	  perspective,	  the	  Western	  world	  as	  more	  developed	  and	  wealthier	  should	  have	  seen	  Eastern	  Euro-­‐pean	  Communism	  for	  what	  it	  really	  was,	  and	  not	  as	  a	  disease	  –	  or	  an	  “asthma”,	  as	  Havel	  calls	  it	  –	  that	  had	  paralysed	  the	  country	  for	  decades	  to	  come	  (Popescu,	  2011:	  39).	  	  	  Despite	   seeing	   victimhood	   merely	   as	   the	   stigmatisation	   by	   the	   East,	   also	   Milan	  Kundera	  regarded	   the	  Czechs	  as	   the	  victims	  of	   the	  Western	  abandonment.	   In	  his	  pioneering	   essay	   “The	   Tragedy	   of	   Central	   Europe”,	   the	   tragedy	   that	   faced	   the	  Czechoslovaks	   after	   the	   disappearance	   of	   the	   lands	   in	   the	  middle	  was	   in	   fact	   “a	  drama	  of	   the	  West	  –	  a	  West	   that,	  kidnapped,	  displaced,	  and	  brainwashed,	  never-­‐theless	   insists	   on	   defending	   its	   identity”	   (Kundera,	   1984a:	   2).	   Kundera	   assumed	  that	  the	  greatest	  tragedy	  that	  victimised	  the	  Czechoslovaks	  was	  the	  disappearance	  of	   the	   “cultural	   home”	   of	   Central	   Europe,	  which	   should	   have	   also	   concerned	   the	  West	   of	   Europe.	  He	   contemplated	   that	   its	   disappearance	  did	   not	   seem	   to	   attract	  much	  attention	  at	  all	  by	  insisting:	  “So,	  I	  repeat	  my	  question:	  how	  could	  it	  possibly	  have	  gone	  unnoticed	  and	  unnamed?”	  (Kundera,	  1984a:	  10)	  	  In	  the	  latter	  part	  of	  his	  essay,	  Kundera	  proposed	  that	  in	  the	  end,	  the	  real	  tragedy	  for	  Central	  Europe	  was	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  36	  The	  Lebanese	  civil	  war	  lasted	  from	  1975	  until	  1990s	  resulting	  in	  an	  estimated	  120,000	  fatalities.	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not	  Russia	  but	  Europe	  (in	  effect,	  Western	  Europe)	  for	  having	  overlooked	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  Central	  European	  nations	  since	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Second	  World	  war:	  	  The	  last	  direct	  personal	  experience	  of	  the	  West	  that	  Central	  European	  countries	   remember	   is	   the	   period	   from	   1918	   to	   1938	   […]	   If	   to	   live	  means	   to	   exist	   in	   the	  eyes	  of	   those	  we	   love,	   then	  Central	  Europe	  no	  longer	  exists.	  More	  precisely:	   in	   the	  eyes	  of	   its	  beloved	  Europe,	  Cen-­‐tral	  Europe	  is	  just	  a	  part	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Empire	  and	  nothing	  more	  (Kun-­‐dera,	  1984a:	  10-­‐11).	  	  	  Kundera	  therefore	  accused	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  of	  having	  suppressed	  the	  national	  as-­‐pirations	   of	   its	   subject	   states.	   Western	   Europe,	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   was	   to	   be	  blamed	   for	   forgetting	   its	   cultural	   counterpart,	   “its	   common	   history”	   (Sabatos,	  2008:	  1835).	  As	  maintained	  by	  Nataša	  Kovačević	   (2010:	  143),	   in	   the	  majority	  of	  the	  writings,	   especially	   in	   “The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”,	  Kundera	  had	   indeed	  placed	  Czechoslovakia	  in	  the	  West	  albeit	  simultaneously	  questioned	  their	  respon-­‐sibility	   for	  abandoning	  at	  heart	  European	  Czechs	  to	  the	  unfamiliar	  non-­‐European	  Soviets.	  	  
	  In	  his	  1984	  novel	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being	  Kundera	  addressed	  not	  only	  the	  victimhood	  by	   the	  East	  but	  also	  by	   the	  Western	   ignorance.	  The	  excerpt	   from	  this	  novel	  introduced	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	  this	  section	  shows	  a	  good	  example	  of	  how	  Czechoslovaks	   felt	   about	   being	   victimised	   by	   the	  West	  where	   no	   one	   seemed	   to	  care.	  As	  an	  émigré	  living	  in	  Switzerland,	  the	  protagonist	  Tereza,	  who	  worked	  as	  a	  dauntless	  photographer	  documenting	  the	  August	  1968	  events	  in	  Prague,	  met	  with	  an	  editor	  of	  a	  Swiss	  magazine,	  where	  she	  wished	  to	  publish	  her	  photographs.	  The	  editor’s	  reception	  proved	  her	  for	  the	  first	  time	  that	  the	  suffering	  of	  her	  nation	  did	  not	  concern	  the	  Westerners:	  	  The	  editor	  gave	  her	  a	  kind	  reception	  (all	  Czechs	  wore	  the	  halo	  of	  their	  misfortune,	  and	  the	  good	  Swiss	  were	  touched);	  he	  offered	  her	  a	  seat,	  looked	  through	  the	  prints,	  praised	  them,	  and	  explained	  that	  because	  a	  certain	   time	   had	   elapsed	   since	   the	   events,	   they	   hadn’t	   the	   slightest	  chance	   (‘not	   that	   they	   aren’t	   very	   beautiful!’)	   of	   being	   published	  (Kundera,	  1984b:	  64).	  	  	  This	  excerpt	  embodies	  Kundera’s	  opinion	   that	   the	  Western	  countries	  might	  have	  had	  very	  little	  idea	  of	  what	  was	  going	  on	  across	  the	  border	  in	  the	  East,	  which	  also	  becomes	  evident	  later	  in	  the	  novel.	  The	  Swiss	  editor	  was	  simply	  concerned	  about	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the	  quality	  of	  the	  photographs	  and	  showed	  no	  interest	  in	  the	  politics	  of	  Czechoslo-­‐vakia	   despite	   Tereza’s	   objections	   that	   things	  were	   not	   over	   and	   indeed	   had	   not	  changed	  in	  Prague	  (Píchová,	  2002:	  99).	  In	  this	  novel,	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  Kundera	  attempted	   to	  depict	  an	   image	  of	  his	  country	  (as	  well	  as	  of	  himself)	  as	  something	  more	  European	  than	  Europe	  itself,	   for	  being	  victimised	  by	  the	  both	  sides.	  For	  ex-­‐ample,	  Kovačević	  (2010:	  147)	  has	  postulated	  that	  Kundera	  did	  not	  only	  place	  the	  guilt	  on	   the	  East	  but	  also	   “successfully	   invoke[d]	   the	  guilt	  of	  Western	  Europe	   for	  not	  rescuing	  the	  enlightened	  Central	  Europeans	  from	  communism	  and	  Russia”.	  	  	  Kovačević’s	   deductions	   of	   Kundera’s	   perceptions	   of	   the	   victimhood	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   the	  West	  and	   the	  East	  are	  worth	  addressing	  herein.	  Kovačević	   (2008:	  82-­‐83)	  has	  ar-­‐gued	  that	  Kundera	  attacked	  Western	  Europeans	  for	  betraying	  the	  ideals	  of	  the	  En-­‐lightenment	  by	   ignoring	  the	  arbitrariness	   that	  was	  happening	   in	  his	  country.	  She	  has	   claimed	   that	   Kundera	   held	   a	   tendency	   to	   produce	   an	   image	   of	   himself	   as	   “a	  martyred	  anti-­‐regime	  dissident”	  who	  was	  forced	  into	  exile	  for	  the	  dissent	  writings	  he	   produced.	   This	   “intra-­‐European	   Orientalism”	   that	   Kundera	   practiced	   was	   in	  direct	   relationship	  with	  his	  praise	  of	  Central	  Europe	  comprising	   the	  nations	   that	  had	  fallen	  in-­‐between.	  In	  the	  end,	  however,	  Russia	  was	  still	   the	  worse	  other	  than	  the	  West;	   for	   Kundera	   it	   was	   more	   important	   to	   escape	   from	   being	   labelled	   as	  Eastern.	   Kovačević	   (2008:	   88)	   has	   deduced	   that	   the	   discourse	   of	   victimisation	  “places	   Kundera	   in	   alliance	   with	   Western	   discourses	   about	   Eastern	   European	  communism	  that	  rely	  on	  ethical	  universalism”.	  	  	  In	  sum,	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  both	  recognised	  that	  Czechoslovaks	  had	  been	  among	  the	  biggest	  sufferers	  in	  the	  whole	  Cold	  War	  Europe	  due	  to	  their	  fun-­‐damentally	   problematic	   spatial	   position.	   Kundera	   viewed	   both	   the	   East	   and	   the	  West	  as	  the	  chief	  perpetrators:	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  the	  Soviets	  had	  spread	  their	  sup-­‐pressing	  ideology	  and	  occupied	  his	  country,	  and	  on	  the	  other,	  the	  Western	  world	  merely	  ignored	  what	  had	  been	  going	  on	  across	  the	  border.	  Victimhood	  posed	  quite	  different	  meanings	  for	  Havel.	  Firstly,	  the	  language	  he	  used	  lacked	  any	  orientalist	  or	  strongly	  alienating	  undertone.	  Secondly,	  his	  attack	  on	   the	  East	   concerned	   the	   in-­‐compatibility	   of	   the	   post-­‐totalitarian	   ideology,	   not	   the	   geopolitical	   arrangements	  specifically.	   Instead,	   he	   emphasised	   the	   need	   for	   each	  member	   of	   the	   society	   to	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contemplate	   one’s	   own	   responsibility	   in	   the	   system.	   Intriguingly,	   Havel’s	   views	  nonetheless	   correspond	   to	   Kundera’s	   denunciation	   of	   the	  Western	   countries	   for	  failing	  to	  rescue	  them	  from	  the	  Soviets.	  Havel	  did	  not	  see	  himself	  as	  a	  victim	  of	  the	  West	  for	  not	  rescuing	  the	  historical	  Central	  Europe	  with	  its	  particular	  culture	  and	  identity	   as	   Kundera	   argued.	   Instead,	   he	   was	  merely	   disillusioned	   by	   the	   lack	   of	  sympathy	  by	  the	  West	  towards	  their	  agony	  under	  Communism.	  	  	  
4.4. Fate	  	  
[…]	  and	   I	  was	  reminded	   that	   this	  gunfire	   is	  no	  bolt	  out	  of	   the	  blue,	  no	  
shock,	   no	  absurdity,	   but	   rather	   something	  by	  which	   the	  age-­‐old	  Czech	  
destiny	  is	  realized	  yet	  again.	  
	  
	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Kundera,	  “Czech	  Destiny”)	  	  
In	  short,	  we’re	  always	  moaning	  about	  something,	  there’s	  always	  some-­‐
thing	  we	  don’t	  like,	  always	  somebody	  we	  don’t	  trust,	  always	  something	  
we’re	  afraid	  of.	  
	  
	  	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Havel,	  “Czech	  Destiny?”)	  	  Closely	  resembling	  the	  notion	  of	  victimhood,	  fate	  manifests	  itself	  as	  another	  recur-­‐ring	  theme	  in	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  narratives	   in	  the	  two	  last	  decades	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  The	  debate	  on	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  Czech	  nation	  came	  into	  the	  fore	  a	  result	  of	  the	  humiliating	   events	   of	   1968.	  While	   the	  notion	  of	   victimhood	  mirrors	   the	   authors’	  personal	  tragedies,	  the	  concept	  of	  fate	  concerns	  the	  nation	  much	  more	  universally.	  The	  most	   important	  question	   they	  put	   forward	  was	  whether	   the	   fate	  was	  a	  Cold	  War	  phenomenon	  or	  a	  more	  fundamental	  as	  part	  of	  the	  nation’s	  history.	  In	  the	  ex-­‐tract	  above	  from	  “Czech	  Destiny”	  in	  late	  1968,	  Kundera	  sees	  a	  historical	  dimension	  in	  the	  fate	  of	  his	  country	  suggesting	  that	  the	  Czech	  nation	  had	  been	  doomed	  to	  per-­‐ish	   already	   centuries	   ago.	   In	   his	   response	   to	   Kundera,	   “Czech	   Destiny?”	   (1969),	  Havel	   disregarded	   Kundera’s	   approach	   to	   find	   answers	   for	   the	   nation’s	   misfor-­‐tunes	  in	  its	  history.	  In	  contrast,	  Havel	  established	  that	  the	  problem	  might	  not	  have	  been	  as	  deep-­‐seated	  as	  Kundera	  had	  believed.	  In	  this	  final	  section	  of	  the	  analysis,	  I	  assess	  the	  authors’	  narratives	  on	  the	  repercussions	  of	  the	  in-­‐betweenness	  and	  the	  nation’s	  small	  size	   in	  Cold	  War	  Europe.	  Firstly,	   I	  analyse	   the	  ways	   in	  which	  Kun-­‐dera	  and	  Havel	  characterised	  and	  contextualised	  the	  idea	  of	  the	  Czech	  fate.	  Second-­‐
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ly,	  I	  address	  their	  views	  on	  the	  puzzling	  relationship	  between	  fate	  and	  responsibil-­‐ity.	  Lastly,	  I	  evaluate	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  the	  authors	  perceived	  fate	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  their	  geographical	  location	  as	  well	  as	  the	  small	  size	  of	  their	  nation.	  	  	  A	  natural	  starting	  point	   for	  scrutinising	   the	  concept	  of	   fate	   is	   the	  1968–1969	  de-­‐bate	  between	  the	  young	  Czechoslovak	  authors	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  Soviet	  inva-­‐sion	   of	   Prague.	   Some	   time	   before	   the	   debate	   escalated,	   however,	  Milan	  Kundera	  had	  already	  introduced	  the	  theme	  of	  Czech	  destiny	  in	  his	  novel	  The	  Joke,	  in	  which	  he	   envisaged	   the	  possible	   disappearance	  of	   the	  Czech	  nation	   from	   the	  European	  map	  as	  a	  danger	  that	  had	  persisted	  for	  centuries:	  	  During	  the	  seventeenth	  and	  eighteenth	  centuries	  the	  Czech	  nation	  al-­‐most	  ceased	  to	  exist.	  In	  the	  nineteenth	  century	  it	  was	  virtually	  reborn.	  Among	  the	  old	  European	  nations	  it	  was	  a	  child.	  […]	  My	  love	  for	  it	  [the	  Czech	  culture]	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  war.	  They	  tried	  to	  make	  us	  believe	  we	  had	  no	  right	   to	  exist,	  we	  were	  nothing	  but	  Czech-­‐speaking	  Germans.	  We	  needed	  to	  prove	  to	  ourselves	  we’d	  existed	  before	  and	  still	  did	  ex-­‐ist	  (Kundera,	  1967:	  128-­‐129).	  	  	  The	  fear	  of	  the	  two	  Cold	  War	  superpowers	  suppressing	  the	  histories	  and	  cultures	  of	  the	  “in-­‐between-­‐ers”	  worried	  Kundera,	  which	  was	  his	  key	  concern	  in	  the	  “Czech	  destiny”	  –dispute.	  In	  his	  essay	  “Czech	  Destiny”	  Kundera	  alleged	  that	  the	  events	  of	  August	  1968	  proved	  yet	  another	  moment	  when	  the	  Czechs	  “continue[d]	  to	  live	  that	  same	   national	   history	   with	   its	   ‘eternal’	   dilemma,	   with	   its	   perpetual	   tension	   be-­‐tween	  alliance	  and	  autonomy,	  with	  a	  sovereignty	  for	  which	  we	  perpetually	  strug-­‐gle	  and	  which	  we	  perpetually	  approach	  yet	  never	  attain	  […]”	  (Kundera,	  1968:	  1).	  The	   reiteration	   of	   the	   word	   perpetual	   signifies	   Kundera’s	   aim	   to	   emphasise	   the	  enduring	  nature	  of	  their	  fate,	  which	  holds	  a	  substantial	  historical	  dimension	  and	  a	  determined	  continuity.37	  	  	  In	   contrast	   to	   these	   views	   expressed	   by	   Kundera,	   Havel	   alleged	   the	   triviality	   of	  looking	  back	  to	  the	  nation’s	  history	  in	  trying	  to	  find	  reasons	  why	  the	  Czech	  nation	  would	  cease	  to	  exist:	  “If	  we	  were	  capable	  of	  nothing	  more	  than	  warming	  each	  oth-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  37	  Kundera’s	  emphasis	  on	  the	  fate	  of	  his	  nation	  can	  be	  paralleled	  with	  Anthony	  D.	  Smith’s	  idea	  of	  the	  relationship	  between	  national	  identities	  and	  common	  destinies.	  According	  to	  Smith,	  “there	  can	  be	  no	  collective	  cultural	  identity	  without	  shared	  memories	  or	  a	  sense	  of	  continuity	  on	  the	  part	  of	  those	  who	  feel	  they	  belong	  to	  that	  collectivity”	  (Smith,	  1992:	  58).	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er’s	  hearts	  with	  memories	  of	  past	  achievements	  which	  promise	  that	  the	  Czech	  na-­‐tion	  shall	  never	  perish,	  it	  would	  likely	  perish	  very	  quickly”	  (Havel,	  1969:	  1).	  Hence,	  one	   could	   argue	   that	  while	   Kundera	   preferred	   to	   “think	   critically”,	   i.e.	   idealising	  what	  the	  destiny	  of	  the	  Czech	  nation	  indeed	  was,	  Havel	  insisted	  for	  the	  “courage”	  to	   look	  at	   the	  difficult	   issues	  of	   the	  present	   (Sabatos	  2008,	  1827).	  These	  difficult	  issues	  mainly	   concerned	   the	  dehumanising	   impact	  of	   the	   totalitarian	   system	  and	  hence	  he	  paid	  only	  little	  attention	  to	  the	  historical	  experience	  and	  its	  relevance	  for	  the	   present	   (Neudorfl,	   1999:	   116-­‐119).	   For	   Kundera,	   the	   fate	   of	   his	   country	  seemed	  to	  be	  a	  far	  more	  profound	  and	  problematic	  issue	  than	  for	  Havel	  who	  some	  twenty	  years	  later	  looked	  back	  to	  the	  debate	  with	  Kundera:	  	  	  I	   do	   not	   feel	   our	   Czechness	   as	   a	   burning	   or	   acute	   problem,	   and	   it	  seems	  to	  me	  that,	  if	  our	  national	  fate	  depends	  on	  anything,	  then	  it	  de-­‐pends	  chiefly	  on	  how	  we	  acquit	  ourselves	  in	  our	  human	  tasks.	  At	  the	  time,	  it	  bothered	  me	  that	  Kundera	  –	  and	  he	  was	  far	  from	  being	  the	  on-­‐ly	  one	  –	  began	  to	  explain	  the	  Soviet	  occupation	  and	  the	  Czechoslovak	  accommodation	  to	  it	  as	  part	  of	  our	  national	  lot,	  as	  though	  the	  Soviets	  had	   come	  here	  not	   to	   renew	   their	   version	   of	   order	   in	   a	   disobedient	  dominion	   but	   simply	   to	   fulfil	   the	   ancient	   Czech	   destiny	   […]	   (Havel,	  1990:	  179).	  	  	  In	  this	  passage,	  Havel	  did	  not	  only	  criticise	  Kundera’s	  approach	  to	  pronouncing	  the	  fate	  of	  his	  native	  country	  from	  the	  historical	  point	  of	  view.	  He	  also	  put	  forward	  a	  question,	  which	  became	  a	  key	  argument	  of	  his	  writings:	  who	  can	  be	  responsible	  for	  the	  “national	  lot”	  as	  he	  claims?	  In	  “Czech	  Destiny?”,	  Havel	  (1969:	  3-­‐5)	  clarified	  his	  stance	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Kundera	  as	  follows:	  	  I	  don’t	  believe	  in	  fate	  and	  I’m	  of	  the	  opinion	  that	  we	  ourselves	  are	  the	  chief	   architects	   of	   our	   fortune,	   a	   situation	   from	  which	  we’re	   not	   ex-­‐cused	  by	  alibis	  such	  as	  the	  egoism	  of	  the	  great	  powers	  or	  our	  geogra-­‐phy,	   or	   by	   allusions	   to	   our	   destiny	  which	   for	   centuries	   has	   been	   to	  dwell	  in	  limbo	  between	  sovereignty	  and	  subjugation.	  Again	  these	  are	  nothing	   more	   than	   abstractions	   that	   obscure	   our	   own	   concrete	   re-­‐sponsibility	  for	  our	  own	  concrete	  actions	  […]	  What	  happened	  did	  not	  happen,	   for	   heaven’s	   sake,	   simply	   because	  we’re	   Czechs	   and	   Czechs	  are	  doomed	  to	  suffer	  because	  of	   their	  neighbours	   […],	  but	  rather	   for	  reasons	  that	  are	  considerably	  different	  and	  more	  concrete.	  	  	  Havel	  therefore	  criticised	  Kundera’s	  claim	  that	  the	  1968	  events	  were	  a	  result	  of	  a	  unique	  Czech	  destiny.	  He	  maintained	  that	  reflecting	  Czechoslovakia’s	  misfortunes	  historically	   becomes	   problematic	   as	   soon	   as	   one	   assigns	   blame	   to	   factors,	   over	  which	  the	  Czechs	  have	  no	  control	  such	  as	  its	  geography	  (West,	  2009:	  416).	  In	  his	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conclusions,	  Havel	  warned	  that	  if	  we	  were	  to	  progress	  from	  the	  position	  adopted	  by	   Kundera,	   according	   to	   which	   the	   poorly	   located	   nation	   would	   be	   naturally	  doomed-­‐to-­‐suffer,	   “we	   would	   fall	   into	   a	   state	   of	   nationalist	   self-­‐deception	   that	  could	  paralyse	  us	  –	  as	  a	  national	  community	  –	  for	  decades	  to	  come”	  (Havel,	  1969:	  4-­‐5).	  	  	  	  This	   scholarly	   dispute	   demonstrates	   that	  Havel	   took	   a	   sharply	   opposing	   view	   to	  that	   of	   Kundera.	   He	   claimed	   that	   none	   of	   the	   attempts	   of	   the	   1968	   resistance	  movement	   to	   reintroduce	   law	   and	   order	   and	   freedom	   after	   many	   years	   simply	  made	  the	  Czechs	  the	  centrepiece	  of	  world	  history	  (Holý,	  2008:	  123).	  The	  Czecho-­‐slovaks	   should	   not	   be	   granted	   any	   special	   status	   for	  what	   they	   had	   experienced	  because	  of	  their	  unfortunate	  location.	  In	  his	  letter	  to	  Dr	  Gustáv	  Husák,	  the	  General	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Czechoslovak	  Communist	  Party	  in	  the	  mid-­‐1970s,	  Havel	  asserted	  that	  the	  fate	  that	  his	  country	  had	  faced	  was,	  in	  fact,	  part	  of	  “a	  crisis	  of	  human	  identi-­‐
ty	  [...]	  [as]	  no	  country	  exists	   in	  a	  vacuum,	  so	   its	  policies	  are	   in	  some	  ways	  always	  influenced	   by	   those	   of	   other	   countries”	   (Havel,	   1975).	   Havel	   attempted	   to	   show	  that	   the	  crisis	  did	  not	  concern	   the	  Czechoslovaks	  exclusively;	  hence	   their	  experi-­‐ence	   could	   not	   be	   regarded	   as	   superior	   to	   others.	   Furthermore,	   in	   an	   interview	  
Disturbing	  the	  peace	  (1990:	  10,	  168),	  Havel	  maintained	  that,	  in	  fact,	  “the	  West	  and	  the	  East,	   though	  different	   in	   so	  many	  ways,	   are	   going	   through	   a	   single,	   common	  crisis”	  and	   that	   “their	   [West’s]	  humanity	   is	   in	  a	   state	  of	   crisis	   too”.	  Hereby	  Havel	  aspired	  to	  illuminate	  that	  a	  climate	  of	  adversity	  also	  existed	  elsewhere.	  	  To	  face	  the	  crisis,	  the	  Czechoslovaks	  were	  urged	  to	  adopt	  a	  new	  kind	  of	  mentality.	  Havel’s	  solution	  to	  the	  problem	  was	  that	  everyone	  should	  be	  seen	  as	  responsible	  for	   one’s	   own	   fate	   as	   he	   argued	   in	   an	   interview	   with	   Karel	   Hvizd’ala:	   “[…]	   [I]t	  seems	  to	  me	  that,	  if	  our	  national	  fate	  depends	  on	  anything,	  then	  it	  depends	  chiefly	  on	  how	  we	  acquit	  ourselves	  in	  our	  human	  tasks”	  (Havel,	  1990:	  179).	  Moreover,	  in	  his	  play	  Redevelopment	  or	  Slum	  Clearance38	  Havel	  (1987:	  64)	  proclaimed	  that	  “[...]	  we	  are	  all	  responsible	  for	  the	  sad	  shape	  our	  world	  is	  in	  […]	  we’re	  callous,	  indolent,	  indifferent,	  deaf	  to	  the	  voices	  of	  those	  near	  and	  dear	  to	  us	  and	  blind	  to	  their	  pain”,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  38	  The	  play	  is	  about	  a	  group	  of	  Eastern	  European	  architects	  gathered	  to	  plan	  the	  redevelopment	  of	  an	  old	  castle	  town	  into	  a	  communist	  bloc.	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which	  parallels	   his	  perceptions	  on	  victimhood	  and	  betrayal,	   as	   illustrated	   in	  4.3.	  This	   interconnectedness	   between	   responsibility	   and	   fate,	   which	   Havel	   so	   often	  emphasised,	   can	   be	   effectively	   summarised	   in	   the	   following	   as	   suggested	   by	   Jan	  Vladislav	  (in	  Havel,	  1987c:	  xix);	  “responsibility	  as	  fate	  is	  possibly	  one	  of	  the	  most	  typical,	   individual	   and	   –	   apparently	   –	   personal	   themes	   of	   Havel’s	   thinking”.	   The	  fate	  of	  the	  country	  was	  first	  and	  foremost	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  citizens	  themselves,	  not	  the	  other	  way	  around.	  	  	  Kundera,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  took	  a	  distinctly	  contrasting	  position	  to	  that	  of	  Havel	  regarding	  responsibility	  as	  he	  mainly	  silenced	  about	  it.	  He	  claimed	  that	  the	  dilem-­‐ma	  of	  the	  nation	  was	  its	  position	  as	  an	  “in-­‐between-­‐er”	  as	  that	  is	  what	  it	  was	  des-­‐tined	  to	  be.	  Regardless,	  there	  is	  one	  point	  where	  both	  of	  their	  views	  correspond	  to	  each	  other:	  the	  discussion	  on	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  small	  nations	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  large	  nations.	  In	  the	   “Czech	   Destiny”	   –debate,	   Milan	   Kundera	   (1968:	   3)	   set	   forth	   the	   idea	   of	   the	  mentality	  of	  the	  small	  nations	  and	  the	  mentality	  of	  the	  great	  powers.39	  According	  to	  the	  lyrics	  of	  the	  Soviet	  anthem	  “Song	  of	  My	  Homeland”,40	  which	  he	  quoted	  in	  his	  1968	  essay,	  the	  large	  nation	  “becomes	  intoxicated	  by	  it	  as	  if	  it	  were	  a	  value	  in	  and	  of	  itself”.	  From	  the	  perspective	  of	  a	  large	  nation	  like	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  holding	  a	  cer-­‐tain	  mentality	   that	   strictly	   belongs	   to	   large	   nations,	   the	   small	   nation	  would	   ulti-­‐mately	  not	  be	  justified	  to	  exist	  and	  would	  “finally	  actually	  cease	  to	  exist	  because	  it	  is	  fragile	  and	  destructible”.	  	  	  	  Kundera	   advanced	  with	   the	   theme	   of	   juxtaposing	   the	   larger	   and	   the	   smaller	   na-­‐tions	  in	  his	  novel	  The	  Book	  of	  Laughter	  and	  Forgetting	  by	  introducing	  the	  concept	  of	  litost.	  Litost	  is	  an	  untranslatable	  word	  in	  Czech,	  which	  Kundera	  (1978:	  167)	  de-­‐fines	  as	  “a	  state	  of	  torment	  created	  by	  the	  sudden	  sight	  of	  one’s	  own	  misery”.	  Even	  though	   litost	  has	   often	  been	   associated	  with	   personal	   tragedies,	   in	   the	  Cold	  War	  Czechoslovakia	  the	  term	  reflects	  the	  story	  of	  the	  Czechs	  as	  “[…]	  an	  endless	  story	  of	  rebellions	  against	  the	  stronger,	  a	  succession	  of	  glorious	  defeats	  that	  launched	  their	  history	  and	  led	  to	  a	  ruin	  the	  very	  people	  who	  had	  done	  the	  launching	  –	  […]”	  (Kun-­‐dera,	  1978:	  207;	  emphasis	  added).	  It	  can	  be	  construed	  that	  the	  term	  litost	  signifies	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  39	  In	  essence,	  by	  a	  large	  nation	  he	  meant	  Russia.	  	  40	  The	  song’s	  lyrics	  illustrate	  the	  vastness	  and	  greatness	  of	  the	  large	  nation:	  ”Spacious	  is	  my	  home-­‐land/Vast	  with	  fields,	  forests	  and	  rivers”	  (Kundera,	  1968:	  3).	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a	  way	  of	  indicating	  power	  balances	  between	  them	  and	  others,	  the	  weaker	  against	  the	  stronger.	  As	  argued	  by	  Banerjee	  (1990:	  168),	  Kundera	  postulated	  that	  it	  is	  no	  accident	   litost	  originated	   in	  Bohemia	  as	   it	   is	  a	  somewhat	  resentful	   term:	  The	  his-­‐torical	   region	   of	   Bohemia	   can	   be	   pictured	   as	   a	   territory,	   which	   has	   persistently	  been	  sandwiched	  by	  more	  powerful	  neighbours	  and	  with	  a	  history	  of	   a	   series	  of	  defeats	  and	  downfalls.	  	  	  Six	   years	   after	   the	   publication	   of	  The	  Book	   of	   Laughter	   and	   Forgetting,	   Kundera	  expanded	   the	   fate	  of	  his	  own	  small	  nation	  of	  Czechoslovakia	   to	   concern	  also	   the	  fate	  of	  the	  whole	  region	  of	  small	  nations	  located	  in	  Central	  Europe.	  In	  “The	  Trage-­‐dy	  of	  Central	  Europe”,	  Kundera	   (1984a:	  5)	   returned	   to	   the	   fateful	  experiences	  of	  the	   past	   by	   stating:	   “After	   the	   First	   World	   War,	   Central	   Europe	   was	   therefore	  transformed	  into	  a	  region	  of	  small,	  weak	  states,	  whose	  vulnerability	  ensured	  first	  Hitler’s	  conquest	  and	  ultimately	  Stalin’s	  triumph”.	  Besides	  defining	  these	  essential	  characteristics	   of	   the	   Central	   European	   region,	   Kundera	   (1984a:	   8)	   argued	   that	  Central	   Europe	  was	  merely	   “an	   uncertain	   zone	   of	   small	   nations	   between	   Russia	  and	   Germany”.	   He	   developed	   the	   idea	   of	   the	   small	   nations	   further	   as	   follows:	   “I	  underscore	  the	  words:	  small	  nation.	  The	  small	  nation	  is	  one	  whose	  very	  existence	  may	  be	  put	  in	  question	  at	  any	  moment.	  A	  small	  nation	  can	  disappear	  and	  it	  knows	  it”.	  Kundera	  not	  only	  declared	  that	  the	  small	  nations	  in	  Central	  Europe	  had	  become	  the	  victims	  and	  outsiders	  because	  of	  being	  on	   the	  wrong	  side	  of	  history	  but	  also	  insisted	  this	  fate	  did	  not	  only	  concern	  these	  nations	  in	  question:	  “In	  this	  sense	  the	  destiny	  of	  Central	  Europe	  anticipates	  the	  destiny	  of	  Europe	  in	  general	  […]”.	  	  	  While	  Kundera	  alleged	   that	   the	   fate	  of	  his	  homeland	  was	  not	  only	   the	   tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe	  but	  had	  the	  potential	  to	  extend	  to	  other	  European	  countries,	  Havel	  similarly	   drew	  parallels	   to	   the	   experiences	   of	   other	   small	   nations	   and	   their	   geo-­‐graphical	  dilemmas.	  He	  saw	  a	  connection	  in	  the	  experience	  of	  the	  Czechoslovaks	  in	  1968	  with	  the	  Afghans,	  who	  were	  invaded	  in	  the	  last	  days	  of	  1979.41	  To	  begin	  with,	  in	  his	  essay	  “Anatomy	  of	  a	  Reticence”	  (1985),	  Havel	  goes	  back	  to	  the	  idea	  of	  being	  victimised	  by	  the	  Western	  countries.	  Mirroring	  to	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  Afghans,	  the	  West	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  41	  The	  Soviet	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  lasted	  from	  December	  1979	  to	  February	  1989.	  The	  Soviet	  Union	  intervened	  in	  support	  of	  the	  Afghan	  communist	  government,	  which	  was	  in	  conflict	  with	  the	  coun-­‐try’s	  anti-­‐communist	  Muslim	  guerrillas.	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had	  simply	  ignored	  that	  “one	  important	  European	  country	  attacked	  as	  small	  neu-­‐tral	   neighbour	   and	   since	   that	   time	  has	  been	   conducting	  on	   its	   territory	   a	  war	  of	  extermination	  which	   has	   already	   claimed	   a	  million	   dead	   and	   three	  million	   refu-­‐gees”.	  This	  Western	  indifference	  toward	  the	  Soviet	  occupation	  of	  the	  small	  vulner-­‐able	  Afghanistan,	  like	  his	  own	  Czechoslovakia,	  evoked	  only	  “disgust	  and	  a	  sense	  of	  limitless	   hopelessness”	   in	   him.	   The	  Afghans’	   fateful	   experience	   simply	   reminded	  him	   of	   Soviet	   tanks	   rolling	   into	   his	   homeland,	   but	   perhaps	   more	   importantly	   it	  demonstrated	  his	  critique	  of	  the	  failures	  of	  Western	  pacifism	  (Abrams,	  2011:	  193).	  	  	  Despite	  believing	  in	  the	  unifying	  national	  or	  regional	  experiences,	  Havel	  neverthe-­‐less	  emphasised	  the	  common	  experiences	  of	  the	  small	  vulnerable	  nations	  univer-­‐sally	  rather	  than	  arguing	  for	  a	  common,	  singular	  fate	  of	  Central	  Europeans,	  which	  was	  more	  typical	  for	  Kundera’s	  narratives	  (Sabatos,	  2008:	  1837).	  As	  an	  example,	  in	  one	  of	  his	   latest	  essays	  of	   the	  period,	   “Testing	  Ground”,	  Havel	   (1989/1991:	  376)	  proposed	  that	  the	  small	  size	  of	  his	  native	  country,	  despite	  its	  potentially	  uninter-­‐esting	  character,	  does	  not	  necessarily	  make	  it	  a	  fated	  one:	  “We	  are	  a	  country	  where	  on	  more	  than	  once	  occasion	  the	  fate	  of	  many	  other	  countries	  was	  sealed	  or	  where	  their	  destiny	  was	  unwittingly	  foreshadowed”.	  Instead,	  he	  saw	  the	  small	  size	  of	  the	  country	   more	   as	   an	   opportunity	   by	   predicting	   that	   Czechoslovakia	   might	   “once	  more	  become	  ‘a	  testing	  ground’	  where	  we	  shall	  find	  out	  what	  is	  really	  going	  on”.	  	  	  Originally,	  Milan	  Kundera	  addressed	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  small	  nations	  by	  stressing	  the	  singularity	  of	  the	  Czechoslovaks’	  experience,	  but	  along	  the	  course	  of	  events	  he	  was	  finally	  concerned	  for	  Central	  Europe	  as	  a	  whole	  and	  eventually	  also	  for	  the	  rest	  of	  Europe.	  In	  one	  of	  his	  latest	  novels	  of	  the	  period,	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being	  (1984),	  corresponding	  Havel’s	  comparison	  of	  Czechoslovakia	  with	  the	  Soviet	  inva-­‐sion	   in	   Afghanistan,	   also	   Kundera	   pointed	   out	   the	   similar	   fateful	   experiences	  around	  the	  world.	  In	  the	  sixth	  part	  of	  the	  novel,	  “The	  Grand	  March”,	  Franz,	  a	  Swiss	  lover	  of	   the	  exiled	  Czech	  artist	  Sabina	   in	  Geneva,	  had	  been	   invited	   for	   the	  Grand	  March	  in	  Cambodia	  as	  a	  part	  of	  a	  Western	  group	  of	  leftist-­‐liberals	  who	  desired	  to	  conform	  and	  support	  all	  the	  right	  causes	  according	  to	  their	  principles	  (Kovačević,	  2010:	  144).	  The	  main	  objective	  of	   this	  group	  of	   intellectuals	  who	  participated	   in	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the	  Grand	  March	  was	  to	  demonstrate	  solidarity	  with	  the	  plight	  of	  Cambodia42	  and	  to	  demand	  that	  doctors	  would	  be	  allowed	  to	  treat	  the	  people	  of	  the	  small	  country.	  The	  fate	  of	  Cambodia	  was	  its	  unfortunate	  geopolitical	  location;	  hence,	  it	  represents	  an	  applicable	  analogue	  to	  Kundera’s	  Czechoslovakia	  (Banerjee,	  1990:	  245).	  	  In	   the	   novel,	   Kundera	   (1984b:	   251)	   emphasised	   the	   solidarity	   that	   was	   felt	   to-­‐wards	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  Cambodians:	  	  Cambodia	  had	  recently	  been	  through	  American	  bombardment,	  a	  civil	  war,	   a	   paroxysm	   of	   carnage	   by	   local	   Communists	   that	   reduced	   the	  small	   nation	   by	   a	   fifth,	   and	   finally	   occupation	   by	   neighbouring	   Vi-­‐etnam,	  which	  by	  then	  was	  a	  vassal	  of	  Russia.	  	  Seeing	  the	  conditions	  of	  the	  victimised	  country	  in	  his	  own	  eyes	  and	  mirroring	  them	  to	  the	  stories	  of	  the	  communist	  Czechoslovakia,	  which	  his	  mistress	  Sabina	  had	  fre-­‐quently	   reminded	   him	   of,	   Franz	   asked	   himself:	   “Wasn’t	   Cambodia	   the	   same	   as	  Sabina’s	  country?	  A	  country	  occupied	  by	  its	  neighbour’s	  Communist	  army!	  A	  coun-­‐try	  that	  felt	  the	  brunt	  of	  Russia’s	  fist!”	  (Kundera,	  1984b:	  252).	  	  	  Furthermore,	   in	  an	   interview	  with	  Philip	  Roth	   (1980)	  Kundera	  drew	  parallels	   to	  the	   neighbouring	   nations	   to	   Czechoslovakia	  whose	   fate	   closely	   reminded	   him	   of	  the	  experiences	  of	  his	  own	  nation;	  experiences,	  which	   they	  should	  seek	   to	  avoid.	  Looking	  back	  to	  the	  1968	  Soviet	  invasion	  of	  Prague	  he	  affirmed	  that	  “every	  Czech	  was	  confronted	  with	  the	  thought	  that	  his	  nation	  could	  be	  quietly	  erased	  from	  Eu-­‐rope,	   just	   as	   over	   the	   past	   five	   decades	   40	  million	  Ukrainians	   have	   been	   quietly	  vanishing	  from	  the	  world	  without	  the	  world	  paying	  any	  heed”.	  Finally,	  he	  added	  to	  clarify	  his	  point	  about	  the	  challenges	  of	  the	  Soviet	  pressure	  on	  the	  innocent	  small	  nations:	   “Or	   Lithuanians.	   Do	   you	   know	   that	   in	   the	   17th	   century,	   Lithuania	  was	   a	  powerful	  European	  nation?”	  	  	  Finally,	  it	  is	  very	  intriguing	  to	  see	  the	  parallels	  between	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  per-­‐ceptions	  on	   the	   advantages	  of	   the	   small	   size	  of	   their	   country.	  According	   to	  West	  (2009:	  405),	  Kundera	  believed	   that	   the	  Czech	  nation,	   like	  all	  other	   small	  nations	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  42	  The	  Cambodian-­‐Vietnamese	  war	  was	  fought	  1977–1991	  between	  the	  Soviet-­‐supported	  Socialist	  Republic	  of	  Vietnam	  and	  Democratic	  Kampuchea.	  As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  war,	  the	  Democratic	  Kampuchea	  was	  replaced	  by	  The	  People’s	  Republic	  of	  Kampuchea.	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that	  had	  survived	  the	  suppression	  of	  a	  large	  power,	  should	  be	  admired	  for	  its	  very	  size.	  Already	  in	  the	  essay	  “The	  Czech	  Destiny”	  Kundera	  (1968:	  3)	  deliberated	  that	  a	  small	   nation	   must	   constantly	   keep	   justifying	   its	   meaning	   and	   existence	   as	   “the	  moment	  it	  ceases	  to	  produce	  things	  of	  value,	  it	  loses	  the	  justification	  for	  its	  exist-­‐ence,	  and	  in	  the	  end	  it	  may	  finally	  actually	  cease	  to	  exist	  because	   it	   is	   fragile	  and	  destructible”.	  Despite	   the	   challenging	  premises	   for	   finding	   its	   space	   and	  place	   in	  the	  world,	  Kundera	  however	  believed	  that	  the	  Czechs	  as	  a	  small	  nation	  had	  already	  shown	  a	  strong	  revolutionary	  character	  as	  well	  as	  independence	  and	  courage.	  The	  attempt	  to	  establish	  “Socialism	  with	  a	  Human	  Face”	  proved	  the	  great	  potential	  to	  “[rise]	  above	  both	  hegemonic	  and	  self-­‐serving	  Soviet-­‐style	  socialism	  but	  also	  vul-­‐gar	  and	  capitalistic	  Western-­‐style	  democracy”	  (West,	  2009:	  406).	  	  	  In	  conclusion,	  the	  concept	  of	  fate	  in	  Kundera	  and	  Havel’s	  narratives	  contains	  vari-­‐ous	  nuances.	  Kundera	  evidently	  asserted	  the	  historical	  dimension	  of	  the	  Czech	  des-­‐tiny,	   which	   Havel	   criticised	   for	   being	   too	   trivial	   and	   unnecessary,	   and	   instead	  stressed	   the	   need	   to	   concentrate	   on	   acute	   and	   concrete	   actions.	   It	   is	   somewhat	  surprising	  how	  much	  the	  perceptions	  changed	  over	  the	  course	  of	  events.	  In	  partic-­‐ular,	  Kundera’s	  perceptions	  of	  the	  nation’s	  fate	  developed	  quite	  radically	  between	  the	  late	  1960s	  and	  early	  1980s.	  Immediately	  after	  the	  Soviet	  invasion	  he	  called	  out	  for	  the	  singularity	  of	   the	  Czech	  experience	  but	   fifteen	  years	   later	  he	  declared	   it	  a	  European	  –	  perhaps	  even	  a	  universal	  –	  fate.	  Václav	  Havel	  notwithstanding	  persist-­‐ed	   with	   his	   arguments	   of	   the	   need	   for	   courage	   and	   shared	   responsibilities	  throughout.	  Havel	  was	  quite	  hesitant,	  unlike	  Kundera,	  to	  call	  his	  country’s	  experi-­‐ence	   a	   “fate”,	   especially	   not	   as	   a	   historical	   phenomenon.	   First	   and	   foremost,	   he	  sought	   to	   assure	   that	   things	   were	   not	   so	   bad	   after	   all.	   As	   suggested	   by	   Keane	  (2000:	   224),	   his	   objection	   rested	   on	   the	   presumption	   that	   “the	   small	   nation	   of	  Czechs	  was	   fated	   to	  be	   the	  creator	  of	  big	  values,	  not	  a	  nation	  of	  exploiters”.	  Per-­‐haps	   this	   best	   explains	   the	   positions	   taken	   by	   the	   two	   authors:	   Kundera	  with	   a	  pessimistic	  view,	  Havel	  with	  an	  optimistic	  one.	  	  	  	  	  
	   73	  
5. DISCUSSION	  	  The	  objective	  of	  this	  research	  was	  to	  analyse	  the	  narratives	  of	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	   in	   the	  spatial	   framework	  of	  East-­‐West	   relations	  during	   the	   last	   two	  decades	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  and,	  in	  consequence,	  to	  gain	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  men-­‐tal	  mappings	  of	  two	  Czechoslovakian	  dissidents	  based	  on	  their	  written	  or	  spoken	  word.	   This	  was	   done	   through	   a	   detailed	   analysis	   of	   primary	  material	   by	   the	   au-­‐thors	  between	  1968	  and	  1989,	  with	  a	  particular	  focus	  on	  their	  modes	  of	  perceiving	  and	  describing	  their	  relation	  to	  Russia	  or	  the	  East	  to	  the	  concept	  of	  the	  Centre	  as	  well	  as	  to	  the	  West.	  Finally,	  in	  the	  primary	  and	  relevant	  secondary	  material	  exam-­‐ined,	   two	   concepts	   were	   specifically	   concentrated	   on:	   the	   notions	   of	   victimhood	  and	  fate.	  The	  analysis	  took	  a	  comparative	  approach	  by	  drawing	  parallels	  or,	  as	  in	  most	  cases,	  differences	  between	  the	  two	  authors.	  The	  following	  sections	  in	  the	  or-­‐der	  of	   the	  categories	  of	  analysis	  will	  discuss	   the	  key	   findings	  and	   interpretations	  with	  relation	  to	  the	  research	  questions	  outlined	  in	  Chapter	  1.	  The	  last	  section	  con-­‐cludes	  the	  thesis	  with	  a	  critical	  evaluation	  of	  the	  research	  methods,	  of	  any	  possible	  shortcomings,	   as	  well	   as	   of	   the	   importance	   of	   this	  Master’s	   thesis	   research.	  Rec-­‐ommendations	  for	  further	  research	  will	  be	  outlined	  in	  the	  end.	  	  	  
5.1. “Culturally	  in	  the	  West	  and	  Politically	  in	  the	  East”	  	  	  The	  years	  between	  1968	  and	  1989	  comprised	  a	  number	  of	  significant	  events	  and	  turning	  points	  across	  Cold	  War	  Europe	  and	  arguably	  not	  the	  least	  in	  the	  lands	  be-­‐tween	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  Germany.	  The	  spatial	  positions	  taken	  by	  the	  dissident	  intellectuals	  Milan	  Kundera	  and	  Václav	  Havel	  towards	  their	  Eastern	  and	  Western	  neighbours	  altered	   somewhat	   significantly	  over	   these	  years,	  but	   certain	  patterns	  can	   nevertheless	   be	   found	   and	   reflected	   to	   the	   historiographical	   and	   theoretical	  framework	  as	  presented	  in	  Chapter	  2.	  	  	  	  	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  narratives	  reflect	  a	  deep	  antipathy	  towards	  the	  East	  and	  Russia	  in	  particular,	  as	  he	   frequently	  and	  explicitly	  articulated.	  He	  underlined	  the	   impossi-­‐bility	  of	   living	  in	  a	  world	  dominated	  by	  the	  communist	   ideology.	  Bearing	  in	  mind	  Kundera’s	  own	  background	  as	  a	  censored	  writer	  during	  the	  early	  years	  of	  Normal-­‐
	   74	  
isation	  in	  Czechoslovakia,	  his	  resenting	  language	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  personal	  cry	  for	  freedom	  from	  the	  oppressive	  East.	  His	  texts	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  cry	  for	  a	  new	  hope	   in	   the	  West	  –	  or	  more	  precisely,	  a	  new	  hope	  brought	  by	   the	  revival	  of	  Central	  Europe.	   In	  order	  to	  escape	  from	  the	  stigmatisation	  as	  an	  Eastern	  “other”,	  he	  implemented	  orientalist	  arguments	  in	  his	  narratives	  to	  confront	  the	  supremacy	  of	   the	   Russian	   or	   Eastern	   European	   space	   on	   Czechoslovakia.	   For	   Kundera,	   the	  demarcations	  between	   the	  East	  and	   the	  West	  as	  well	  as	   the	  negative	  undertones	  applied	   to	   the	  East	   (or	  Russia,	   in	  effect)	  were	  not	  only	  a	  Cold	  War	   invention	  but	  had	  existed	  for	  much	  longer.	  The	  idea	  of	  the	  “eternal”	  Russia	  and	  the	  ancient	  fate	  of	  the	   country	   under	   the	   dominion	   of	   this	   large	   nation	   characterises	   his	   “Wolffian”	  approach	   to	   the	   East-­‐West	   division:	   he	   perceived	   it	   as	   something	   more	   deep-­‐seated	  than	  a	  recent	  Cold	  War	  construction,	  as	  did	  also	  Larry	  Wolff	  (1994).	  	  	  As	  a	   contrast	   to	  Kundera’s	  discourse	  of	   the	  East	   coloured	  by	  Orientalism,	  Václav	  Havel	  separated	  himself	   from	  any	  simplified	  or	  stereotyped	  undercurrents	  as	  re-­‐gards	   to	   spatialised	   differences.	   He	   became	   best-­‐known	   for	   positioning	   himself	  firmly	  against	   the	  Soviet	   communist	   ideology.	  His	   idea	  of	   “living	   in	   truth”,	  which	  conflicted	  with	  the	  demoralising	  impact	  of	  the	  post-­‐totalitarian	  communist	  ideolo-­‐gy,	  reflects	  the	  post-­‐structuralist	  concerns	  of	  power	  relations	  and	  spatial	  identities.	  The	  totalitarian	  ideology	  triggered	  the	  resistance	  to	  act	  against	  the	  system,	  as	  the	  dissidents	  feared	  the	  Soviet	  threat	  to	  destroy	  their	  particular	  regional	  identity.	  Ha-­‐vel’s	  resistance	  cannot	  solely	  be	  considered	  against	  any	  defined	  geographical	  enti-­‐ty	  endangering	  the	  existence	  of	  his	  home	  country.	   Instead,	   I	  would	  argue	  that	  he	  attacked	  the	  manipulative,	  depersonalising	  effect	  of	  the	  “post-­‐totalitarian”	  ideolo-­‐gy	   that	  was	  embodied	  by	   the	  Soviet	  Union.	  As	  simplified,	  Havel	  viewed	   the	  East-­‐West	  split	  as	  a	  Cold	  War	  construction	  (Confino,	  1994;	  Franzinetti,	  2008b)	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Kundera’s	  “Wolffian”	  interpretation.	  His	  solution	  out	  of	  the	  crisis	  was	  not	  to	  turn	  to	  the	  Western	  liberal	  democracy,	  which	  he	  respectively	  strongly	  resisted.	  	  	  The	   balancing	   act	   between	   being	   forced	   under	   the	   Soviet	   sphere	   of	   influence	   as	  well	  as	  the	  continuous	  reflection	  to	  and	  imagining	  (occasionally	  also	  idealisation)	  of	  the	  West	  gave	  birth	  to	  the	  revival	  of	  the	  concept	  of	  Central	  Europe.	  In	  the	  Cold	  War	  context,	  the	  intellectuals	  depicted	  Central	  Europe	  more	  as	  an	  imagined	  rather	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than	  a	  real	  concept	  holding	  no	  distinct	  boundaries	  or	  concrete	  political	  objectives.	  Their	  troubled	  geopolitical	  position	  was	  patent,	  but	  attempts	  to	  revive	  the	  cultural	  and	   ideational	  Central	  Europe	  came	   to	   represent	  a	   solution	   for	   the	  disparities	  of	  the	  geopolitical	  impasse	  before	  rapprochement	  between	  the	  blocs	  was	  a	  real	  pos-­‐sibility.	  The	  idea	  for	  a	  particular	  Central	  European	  tradition,	  or,	  more	  precisely,	  the	  needs	  and	  demands	  for	   it,	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  the	  key	   issue	  for	  the	  different	  per-­‐ceptions	  of	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  regarding	  their	  position	  as	  “in-­‐between-­‐ers”.	  	  	  	  Corresponding	   to	   the	   arguments	   by	   the	   Balkan	   scholars	   Milica	   Bakić-­‐Hayden	  (1995)	  and	  Maria	  Todorova	  (1992),	  Milan	  Kundera	  sought	  to	  demonstrate	  that	  a	  distinct	  spatial	  formation	  located	  on	  the	  Western	  side	  of	  the	  Eastern	  sphere	  of	  in-­‐fluence	  existed.	  In	  other	  words,	  this	  space	  was	  characterised	  with	  a	  variation	  of	  the	  orientalist	   theme.	  He	  emphasised	  that	   the	  values	  of	   the	  unique	  Central	  European	  experience	  attached	  to	  history,	   identity	  and	  ideology	  had	  to	  be	  preserved.	  Never-­‐theless,	  Kundera’s	  idea	  of	  Central	  Europe	  had	  a	  cultural,	  not	  a	  political	  dimension,	  as	  opposed	  to	  what	  T.G.	  Masaryk	  had	  suggested	  post-­‐Versailles.	  Thus,	  it	  remained	  a	  geographically	  vague	  concept	  with	   immeasurable	  borders,	   for	  which	  Kundera’s	  conceptualisation	  has	  been	  often	  criticised	  (i.e.	  Sabatos,	  2011).	  However,	  Kundera	  refused	  to	  view	  the	  Cold	  War	  “in-­‐between-­‐ers”	  as	  a	  neutral	  bridge	  (Steiner,	  2000)	  to	  act	  as	  a	  mediator	  between	  the	  Eastern	  and	  the	  Western	  worlds,	  but	  rather	  as	  a	  way	  of	  escaping	  from	  the	  Eastern	  stigma	  and	  of	  bringing	  the	  exceptional	  culture	  of	  the	   lands	   back	   to	   the	   forefront	   (Bugge,	   1999).	   Kundera’s	  willingness	   to	   advance	  the	  Central	  European	  project	  is	  difficult	  to	  measure;	  however,	  one	  could	  argue	  that	  his	  own	  ambivalent	  position	  between	  his	  homeland	  Czechoslovakia	  and	  the	  adopt-­‐ed	  homeland	  France	  could	  explain	  his	  recurrent	  interest	  in	  this	  unnecessary	  evil	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  spatial	  formations.	  	  	  Between	  the	  years	  1968	  and	  1989	  there	  is	  only	  very	  little	  evidence	  of	  Havel	  taking	  part	  in	  revitalising	  Central	  Europe.	  Reflecting	  to	  the	  early	  years	  of	  that	  period,	  his	  lack	  of	   interest	  does	  not	  come	  as	  a	  surprise.	   In	  the	  1968–69	  debate	  on	  the	  Czech	  destiny,	  Havel	   already	   took	  a	   firmly	   contrasting	  position	  against	   that	  of	  Kundera	  regarding	  the	  Czech	  space	  and	  place	  in	  Europe.	  His	  silencing	  about	  Central	  Europe	  is	  an	  argument	  in	  itself,	  “an	  argument	  from	  silence”:	  his	  neglect	  can	  be	  considered	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as	   a	   signal	   of	   his	   indifference	   towards	   the	   idea	   of	   reconstructing	   an	   imaginary	  space	   with	   a	   forgotten	   past.	   He	   believed	   it	   would	   never	   recover	   and	   thereby	   it	  would	  not	   advance	  any	   significant	  opportunity.	  Havel	  preferred	   to	   see	   the	   coun-­‐tries	  located	  between	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  possessing	  independence	  and	  freedom	  and	   consequently	   becoming	   part	   of	   a	   more	   universal	   European	   space.43	  He	   re-­‐mained	  sceptical	  of	   the	   idea	  that	   the	  resurgence	  of	  Central	  Europe	  could	  act	  as	  a	  true	  rescue	  from	  the	  Eastern	  European	  stigma.	  	  	  	  	  It	  can	  be	  concluded	  that	  the	  authors’	  perspectives	  and	  positions	  toward	  the	  spatial	  hierarchies	   of	   Europe	   varied	   quite	   significantly	   from	   each	   other,	   which	   explain,	  albeit	  not	  impermeably,	  their	  narratives	  on	  victimhood	  and	  fate	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  space.	  	  	  	  	  
5.2. “Determined	  Silence	  of	  the	  Misdeeds	  of	  the	  Other	  Side”	  	  The	  narratives	  of	  both	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	   illustrate	  their	  grievance	  on	  being	  vic-­‐timised	  in	  the	  divided	  Europe	  after	  1945,	  which	  placed	  them	  to	  the	  Eastern	  sphere	  of	  influence	  against	  their	  own	  will.	  The	  juxtaposition	  of	  the	  self	  against	  the	  other	  in	  line	   with	   the	   postcolonial	   tradition	   was	   a	   recurrent	   perspective	   in	   the	   authors’	  texts.	   In	   particular,	   they	   concerned	   for	   the	   spatial	   relations	   of	   Czechoslovakia,	  which	   the	  Cold	  War	   geopolitics	   translated	   into	  practices	   of	   asymmetrical	   power.	  This	   had	   an	   effect	   on	   their	   sense	   of	   belonging	   and	   consequently	   forced	   them	   to	  search	  for	  the	  grounds	  of	  a	  new	  national	  self-­‐identification	  elsewhere.	  As	  deduced	  from	  the	  analysis,	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  had	  a	  contrasting	  outlook	  on	  the	  idea	  of	  vic-­‐
timhood,	  albeit	  certain	  parallels	  can	  be	  recognised.	  	  One	  of	  the	  interesting	  parallels	  in	  their	  descriptions	  about	  victimhood	  concerns	  the	  fluctuating	  perceptions	  of	  victimhood	  from	  a	  period	  to	  another.	  Roughly	  during	  the	  first	  decade	  of	  Normalisation	  both	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  characterised	  their	  victim-­‐hood	   as	   victimhood	   of	   the	   oppressive	   East.	   However,	   as	   their	   writings	   demon-­‐strate,	   somewhat	   significant	  differences	   can	  be	   identified	   in	   their	   relationship	   to	  the	   East.	   Kundera	   postulated	   that	   the	   Czech	   nation	   had	   been	   victimised	   by	   the	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  43	  During	  his	  presidency	  in	  the	  1990s,	  Václav	  Havel	  was	  commonly	  known	  as	  an	  advocate	  of	  Euro-­‐pean	  unification	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  European	  identity.	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dominance	  of	  the	  Russian	  empire,	  which	  did	  not	  belong	  to	  Europe	  and	  had	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  the	  European	  or	  Western	  civilization.	  Havel’s	  idea	  of	  the	  Czech	  victim-­‐hood	  by	  the	  totalitarian	  ideology	  would	  not	  have	  allowed	  such	  kind	  of	  “Saidian”	  or	  “Huntingtonian”	   juxtaposition.44	  As	   every	   Czech	   person	   was	   simultaneously	   in-­‐volved	  in	  and	  enslaved	  by	  the	  system,	  putting	  the	  blame	  only	  on	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  excluded	   the	  possibility	  of	  one’s	  own	  contribution	   to	   the	  misdeeds	  of	   the	  regime	  (co-­‐responsibility).	   In	   sum,	   Havel	   acknowledged	   that	   the	   oppressed	   themselves	  always	   held	   the	   remedy	   to	   their	   own	   powerlessness	   (power	   of	   the	   powerless),	  while	  Kundera	   believed	   that	   there	  was	   a	   permanent	   disproportion	   of	   power	  be-­‐tween	  the	  strong	  Soviets	  and	  the	  weak	  Czechoslovaks	  that	  could	  not	  be	  inflected.	  	  	  	  The	  turn	  to	  the	  last	  decade	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  brought	  a	  change	  in	  the	  authors’	  per-­‐ceptions	   about	   victimhood.	   The	   1975	  Helsinki	   Accords	  was	   a	   significant	   turning	  point	  in	  bringing	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West	  closer	  together,	  but	  this	  phase	  of	  détente	  did	   not	   alter	   the	   dissidents’	   perspectives	   on	   the	  unaltered	   spatial	   arrangements.	  Consequently,	  and	  perhaps	  also	  unexpectedly,	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	   turned	  against	  the	  West.	  The	  Western	  ignorance,	  silence	  and	  lack	  of	  understanding	  characterised	  the	  dissident	  narratives	   of	   the	  1980s.	  Victimhood	  by	   the	  West	   concerned	  Václav	  Havel	  only	  to	  a	  certain	  extent	  as	  he	  principally	  contemplated	  the	  lack	  of	  attention	  the	  West	  was	  paying	  to	  what	  was	  happening	  in	  his	  country.	  Otherwise,	  he	  felt	  al-­‐ienated	   towards	   the	  Western	   democracies.	   Kundera	   approached	   the	  Western	   si-­‐lence	  more	  resentfully	   than	  Havel:	  by	  associating	  Central	  Europe	  historically	  and	  culturally	  as	  part	  of	  the	  West,	  the	  perceived	  Western	  ignorance	  would	  not	  only	  be	  fatal	   for	   the	  Czechs	  but	  eventually	   for	  Europe	  as	  a	  whole	  as	   the	  West	  should	  not	  afford	  to	  renounce	  a	  part	  of	  its	  heritage.	  	  As	  this	  thesis	  has	  sought	  to	  indicate,	  victimhood	  can	  be	  translated	  into	  a	  personal	  contemplation	   and	   a	   critical	   examination	   of	   the	   current	   circumstances.	   After	   all,	  the	  dehumanising	   communist	   ideology,	   as	   they	   experienced	   it,	   had	   the	   strongest	  and	  most	  direct	   impact	  on	   the	   intellectuals’	   lives	  and	   freedoms.	  Václav	  Havel	  ac-­‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  44	  It	  shall	  be	  stressed	  that	  Kundera’s	  position	  cannot	  be	  regarded	  orientalist	  in	  all	  respects,	  at	  least	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Edward	  W.	  Said	  (1979)	  or	  Samuel	  P.	  Huntington’s	  (1993/2003)	  arguments.	  Kundera	  often	  obfuscated	  and	  modified	  orientalist	  themes	  into	  a	  type	  of	  “intra-­‐European	  Orientalism”	  (Kovačević,	  2008:	  83).	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cepted	   victimhood	  but	   did	   not	   overstate	   it.	   In	   contrast,	  Milan	  Kundera’s	   difficult	  positioning	  between	  his	  home	  and	  exile	  allowed	  for	  exaggerations,	  i.e.	  “double	  vic-­‐timisations”	  by	  the	  East	  and	  the	  West.	  Thus,	  he	  also	  gave	  the	  reconstruction	  of	  Cen-­‐tral	   Europe	   a	  more	   particular	   undercurrent	   than	  what	  might	   have	   reflected	   the	  reality.	  	  	  
5.3. “In	  the	  End	  It	  May	  Finally	  Actually	  Cease	  to	  Exist”	  	  The	  spatial	  approach	  of	  this	  thesis	  to	  analyse	  the	  Cold	  War	  narratives	  of	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  culminates	  in	  the	  intellectual	  debate	  on	  the	  fate	  of	  Czechoslovakia	  as	  a	  small	  nation	   located	   in	   the	  middle	  of	  Europe.	  The	  debate,	   albeit	   triggered	  by	   the	  Soviet	   invasion	  of	  Prague	   in	  August	  1968,	   encompassed	   largely	  universalistic	  di-­‐mensions	  as	  it	  ultimately	  came	  to	  evaluate	  the	  shared	  destinies	  of	  other	  marginal-­‐ised	  small	  nations	  around	  the	  world.	  This	  debate	  and	  the	  deliberations	  thereafter	  demonstrate	   that	   Kundera	   and	   Havel	   had	   essentially	   contrasting	   visions	   of	   the	  past,	  present	  and	  future	  of	  their	  space	  and	  place	  in	  Europe.	  	  	  The	  fate	  of	  the	  Czech	  nation	  became	  by	  far	  the	  most	  unequivocal	  ground	  for	  disa-­‐greement	  between	  the	  authors.	  On	  the	  one	  side,	  Kundera	  observed	  the	  position	  of	  his	  nation	  somewhat	  pessimistically	  and	  unrealistically;	  on	  the	  other,	  Havel’s	  main	  arguments	   contrasted	   Kundera’s	   “critical	   thinking”	   for	   distancing	   the	   issue	   of	  Czech	   geography	   away	   from	   reality.	   Since	   the	   beginning,	   the	   fate	   of	   Kundera’s	  home	   country	   signified	   the	   possibility	   for	   turning	   into	   a	  marginalised	   space	   and	  ultimately	   disappearing	   under	   the	   realm	   of	   the	  more	   powerful	   space.	   Kundera’s	  thinking	  was	  dominated	  by	  a	   sceptical	  attitude	   for	   the	   future	  of	  his	   country	  as	   if	  there	  was	  no	  way	  of	  breaking	  the	  continuum	  of	  the	  past	  misfortunes.	  Václav	  Havel	  opposed	   Kundera’s	   argument	   by	   stressing	   the	   need	   for	   realism,	   present-­‐mindedness	  and	  courage	  while	  disregarding	  the	  use	  of	  the	  term	  fate	  as	  a	  whole.	  	  	  	  Can	  it	  be	  concluded	  which	  one	  of	  the	  two	  views	  was	  right?	  Why	  is	  it	  that	  the	  two	  dissident	   intellectuals,	  who,	   in	   theory,	   should	   have	   represented	   the	   one	   and	   the	  same	   dissident	   camp,	   adopted	   such	   different	   positions	   of	   thinking	   about	   their	  country	   in	   relation	   to	   its	   “others”?	   Did	   Kundera	   overemphasise	   the	   issue	   of	   the	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Czech	   fate	   or	  was	   it	   rather	  Havel	   undermining	   its	   significance?	  Notwithstanding	  the	  differing	  views	  about	  the	  nature	  and	  the	  extent	  of	  the	  Czech	  destiny,	  Kundera	  and	   Havel	   had	   similar	   views	   based	   on	   the	   post-­‐structuralist	   concerns	   for	   exclu-­‐sions	  and	  spatialised	  differentiations	  between	  the	  small	  and	  the	  large	  nations.	  	  	  The	  extravagant	  tragedy	  and	  misery	  of	  the	  Czech	  identity	  and	  culture	  due	  its	  small	  size	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  Europe	  best	   illustrates	  Kundera’s	  narratives	  on	  fate.	  The	  re-­‐sentful	   term	   litost,	  meaning	  a	   tormented	  state	  when	  one	  realises	   its	  own	  misery,	  introduced	  in	  The	  Book	  of	  Laughter	  and	  Forgetting	  (1978)	  effectively	  recapitulates	  his	  idea	  of	  the	  impact	  of	  a	  small	  nation	  against	  its	  others.	  For	  Kundera,	  the	  fate	  of	  his	   country,	   as	  well	   as	   of	  many	   other	   small	   nations	   in	   Europe	   and	   beyond,	  was	  caused	   by	   the	   supremacy	   of	   the	   eastern	   other,	   Russia,	   which	   “kidnapped”	   them	  from	  the	  traditions	  of	  Western	  culture.	  In	  “The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”	  (1984)	  Kundera	  does	  not	  only	  regard	  this	  as	  a	  Czech	  problem	  but	  as	  something	  that	  has	  got	  the	  greatest	  potential	   to	  spread	  into	  all	  small	  nations	  of	  Europe.	   In	  his	  depic-­‐tion	  of	  the	  Grand	  March	  in	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being	  (1984),	  the	  fate	  of	  the	  Cambodia	  was	  sealed	  by	  the	  invasion	  of	  the	  more	  powerful	  Soviets	  in	  a	  geopoliti-­‐cally	  significant	  area,	  as	  an	  applicable	  analogue	  to	  Czechoslovakia.	  	  	  	  Václav	   Havel,	   in	   contrast,	   thought	   somewhat	   differently	   about	   the	   small	   nations	  despite	  drawing	  parallels	  between	  the	  Czechs	  and	  other	  small	  vulnerable	  nations.	  He	   rejected	   the	   “Kunderaesque”	   dichotomisation	   along	   the	   spatial	   lines	   and	   in-­‐stead	  saw	  perhaps	  an	  insignificant	  but	  noticeable	  opportunity	  of	  the	  small	  nations	  in	   the	   problematic	   circumstances	   of	   the	   bipolar	   Cold	  War	  world.	   The	   fate	   of	   the	  small	  nation	  was	  not	  mutually	  exclusive	  with	  the	  power	  practiced	  by	  the	  large	  one	  (Russia)	  on	  the	  smaller	  as	  Kundera	  had	  imagined.	  Instead,	  Havel	  believed	  that	  the	  claimed	   fate	   of	   the	   small	   nations	  was	   a	   direct	   result	   of	   the	  Western	   indifference	  and	  especially	   the	   failure	  of	   its	  peace	  movements	   to	  help	   small	   vulnerable	   coun-­‐tries	  like	  his	  own	  Czechoslovakia	  or	  the	  Soviet-­‐occupied	  Afghanistan.	  	  	  All	  things	  considered,	  Kundera’s	  proposition	  of	  the	  singularity	  of	  the	  Czech	  experi-­‐ence	  as	  a	  fated	  country	  in	  the	  middle	  is	  largely	  rejected	  by	  Havel,	  whose	  objective	  was	  to	   look	  ahead	  to	  the	   future	   instead	  of	  preoccupying	  himself	  with	  the	  misfor-­‐
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tunes	  of	  the	  past.	  Havel’s	  educational	  background	  can	  be	  identified	  as	  a	  reason	  for	  his	   lack	  of	  historical	   reflection	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Kundera:	  he	  did	  not	   receive	  an	  adequate	  education	  in	  the	  communist	  Czechoslovakia,	  which	  at	  least	  partly	  explains	  why	  he	  paid	  so	  little	  attention	  to	  the	  historical	  experience	  and	  its	  relevance	  to	  the	  present	  (Neudorfl,	  1999)	  as	  compared	  to	  Kundera	  who	  was	  more	  literate.	  Explanations	  for	  these	  differences	   are	  manifold	   and	  not	   always	   explicable.	  However,	   despite	   (and	  perhaps	  because	  of)	   renouncing	   the	   country’s	   fate	   and	   its	   tragic	  past	   as	   a	  deter-­‐mining	  factor	  for	  its	  future,	  Havel’s	  philosophy	  “living	  of	  truth”	  led	  to	  and	  marked	  one	  of	  the	  most	  significant	  turning	  points	  in	  the	  nation’s	  history	  at	  the	  1989	  Velvet	  Revolution.	  	  	  
5.4. Evaluation	  and	  Future	  Research	  	  	  Bearing	  in	  mind	  the	  objective	  of	  this	  thesis	  to	  analyse	  the	  mental	  mappings,	  i.e.	  the	  perceptions	  of	  one’s	  space	  and	  place	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  others,	  it	  was	  not	  pertinent	  to	  assess	  the	  concrete	  or	  accurate	  borders	  and	  boundaries	  that	  concerned	  these	  lands	  in	  the	  middle.	  Undoubtedly,	  the	  deductions	  made	  by	  these	  intellectuals	  did	  not	  primarily	  concern	  for	  geographical	  actuality.	  This	  research,	  which	  utilised	  both	  fictional	  and	  factual	  primary	  source	  material,	  entailed	  certain	  challenges	  when	  analysing	  them	  against	  real	  historical	  events.	  Nonetheless,	   I	  benefited	  from	  a	  wide	  variety	  of	  pri-­‐mary	   and	   supporting	   secondary	   sources,	   which	   enabled	   me	   to	   draw	   intriguing	  comparisons	  and	  contrasts	  between	  the	  authors.	  However,	  there	  exist	  a	  couple	  of	  key	   considerations	   that	   are	  worth	   evaluating	   against	   the	  methods	   and	  materials	  that	  were	  used	  for	  this	  research.	  	  First	   of	   them	  concerns	   the	   authenticity	  presented	   in	   the	   sources:	   to	  what	   extent	  was	  truth	  told	  in	  them?	  Kundera	  occasionally	  drifted	  into	  his	  own	  utopian	  world,	  and	  Havel’s	  philosophising	  sometimes	  left	  little	  concreteness	  for	  grasping	  what	  the	  reality	  was	  about.	  Following	  this,	   the	  second	  limitation	  concerns	  the	  correspond-­‐ence	  of	  their	  narratives	  to	  other	  Cold	  War	  discourses:	  to	  what	  extent	  did	  their	  nar-­‐ratives,	  particularly	  the	  fictional	  ones,	  hold	  political	  value?	  The	  message	  of	  “Power	  of	   the	   Powerless”	  was	   clearly	   political	   but	  The	   Joke	  can	   be	   read	   as	   a	   love	   story.	  Thirdly,	   the	   way	   in	   which	   we	   study	   and	   analyse	   their	   works	   is	   influenced	   by	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whether	  we	   see	   them	  as	   anti-­‐communist	   propaganda	  or	  not	   (i.e.	   Fowkes,	   1999).	  The	   resistance	  movement	   all	   across	   east-­‐central	   Europe	   based	   its	   objectives	   on	  anti-­‐Communism;	  yet,	  as	  Havel	  and	   to	  some	  extent	  also	  Kundera	  have	   identified,	  they	  opposed	   the	   interpretations	  of	   being	   classified	   solely	   as	   such.	   Finally,	   as	   an	  answer	   for	   the	   fourth	  and	   the	   last	   research	  question,	  one	   shall	   also	   consider	   the	  extent	  to	  which	  these	  authors	  represented	  the	  view	  of	  the	  entire	  nation	  and	  influ-­‐enced	  the	  mental	  mappings	  of	  the	  Czechoslovaks	  during	  the	  Cold	  War.	  It	  is	  unfea-­‐sible	   to	   answer	   this	   question	  within	   the	  margins	   of	   this	   study,	   but	   allowing	   for	  both	   authors’	   popularity	   both	   home	   and	   abroad,	   their	   impact	   was	   undoubtedly	  significant	  albeit	  deferred.	  Many	  of	  their	  works,	  banned	  under	  communist	  censor-­‐ship,	  got	  officially	  published	  after	  1989.	  	  	  This	   research,	   notwithstanding	   its	   limitations,	   is	   important	   because	   of	   its	   novel	  approach	   to	   the	   study	   of	   Cold	  War	   dissident	   intellectuals	   with	   somewhat	   unex-­‐pected	  results.	  First	  of	  all,	  against	  what	  some	  scholars	  had	  previously	  claimed,	  the	  results	  have	  shown	  that	  dissident	  intellectuals	  were	  relevant	  and	  important	  for	  the	  prestige	  and	  symbolic	  power	  that	  they	  embraced,	  not	  the	  least	  Kundera	  and	  Havel.	  Secondly,	   this	   thesis	  has	  demonstrated	   that	   the	   intellectual	  movement	  was	  not	  a	  harmonious	   one,	   not	   even	   within	   one	   country	   and	   within	   the	   same	   generation.	  Each	   dissident	   intellectual	   had	   a	   different	   background	   and	   different	  motives	   be-­‐hind	  him,	  yet	  they	  pursued	  the	  same	  objective:	  freedom.	  Lastly,	  this	  study	  has	  filled	  the	  gap	  in	  the	  past	  research	  through	  a	  thorough	  comparative	  analysis	  of	  the	  Cen-­‐tral	  European	  dissidents	  who	  have	  been	  neglected	  for	  the	  most	  part,	  at	  least	  in	  the	  academic	  discipline	  of	  history.	   Space	  as	   its	   starting	  point	  naturally	   adds	  a	  whole	  new	  interdisciplinary	  dimension	  to	  it.	  	  	  	  Something	   unexplored	   is	   still	   left	   for	   future	   research.	   This	   thesis	  was	   narrowed	  down	  to	  the	  two	  distinguished	  Czechoslovakian	  dissident	  intellectuals,	  but	  the	  rest	  of	  east-­‐central	  Europe	  was	  left	  unobserved.	  By	  utilising	  the	  research	  model	  of	  this	  thesis,	  the	  narratives	  on	  Polish,	  Hungarian	  or	  East	  German	  destinies	  could	  similar-­‐ly	  be	  examined	  and	  contrasted	  to	  one	  another.	  	  	  	  	  
	   82	  
BIBLIOGRAPHY	  	  	  
Primary	  Sources:	  	  
	  Havel,	  V.	  (1969)	  “Czech	  Destiny?”	  Available	  at:	  <http://www.academia.edu/2503514/Czech_Destiny_Vaclav_Havel_>	  [accessed	  	  	  September	  19	  2013].	  	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1975)	  “Dear	  Dr.	  Husák”.	  Available	  at:	  <www.vaclavhavel.cz>	  [accessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1978)	  “The	  Power	  of	  the	  Powerless”.	  Available	  at:	  <http://s3.amazonaws.com/Random_Public_Files/powerless.pdf>	  [accessed	  Au-­‐gust	  12	  2013].	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1984a)	  “Politics	  and	  Conscience”.	  Available	  at:	  <www.vaclavhavel.cz>	  
[accessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1984b/1987)	  “Six	  Asides	  About	  Culture”,	  in	  Havel,	  V.	  (ed.	  by	  Vladislav,	  J.)	  
Václav	  Havel,	  or	  Living	  in	  truth:	  twenty-­‐two	  essays	  published	  on	  the	  occasion	  of	  the	  
award	  of	  the	  Erasmus	  Prize	  to	  Václav	  Havel,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Faber.	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1985a)	  “Anatomy	  of	  a	  Reticence”.	  Available	  at	  <www.vaclavhavel.cz>	  
[accessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1985b/1988)	  Temptation,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Faber.	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1986)	  “Acceptance	  Speech,	  Erasmus	  Prize	  1986”.	  Available	  at:	  <www.erasmusprijs.org>	  [accessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1987a/1990)	  Redevelopment	  or	  Slum	  clearance,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Fa-­‐ber.	  	  
	   83	  
	  Havel,	  V.	  (1987b)	  “Stories	  and	  Totalitarianism”.	  Available	  at	  <www.vaclavhavel.cz>	  
[accessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (ed	  by	  Vladislav,	  J.)	  (1987c)	  Václav	  Havel,	  or	  Living	  in	  truth:	  twenty-­‐two	  
essays	  published	  on	  the	  occasion	  of	  the	  award	  of	  the	  Erasmus	  Prize	  to	  Václav	  Havel,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Faber.	  	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1989)	  “A	  Word	  About	  Words”.	  Available	  at:	  <www.vaclavhavel.cz>	  [ac-­‐cessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1989/1991)	  “Testing	  Ground”	  in	  Havel,	  V.,	  Open	  letters:	  selected	  writings	  
1965-­‐1990,	  New	  York:	  Alfred	  A.	  Knopf.	  	  	  Havel,	  V.	  (1990)	  Disturbing	  the	  peace:	  a	  conversation	  with	  Karel	  Hvizd’ala,	  New	  York:	  Knopf.	  	  	  Kundera,	  M.	  (1967/1992)	  The	  Joke,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Faber.	  	  	  Kundera,	  M.	  (1968)	  “Czech	  Destiny”.	  Available	  at:	  <http://www.academia.edu/2503513/Czech_Destiny_Milan_Kundera_>	  [accessed	  September	  19	  2013].	  	  	  	  Kundera,	  M.	  (1969)	  “Radicalism	  and	  Exhibitionism”.	  Available	  at:	  <http://www.academia.edu/2503525/Radicalism_and_Exhibitionism_Milan_Kundera_>	  [accessed	  September	  19	  2013].	  	  	  	  Kundera,	  M.	  (1973/1986)	  Life	  is	  Elsewhere,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Faber.	  	  	  Kundera,	  M.	  (1978/1996)	  The	  Book	  of	  Laughter	  and	  Forgetting,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Faber.	  	  	  	  
	   84	  
Kundera,	  M.	  (1984a)	  “The	  Tragedy	  of	  Central	  Europe”,	  New	  York	  Review	  of	  Books,	  vol.	  31	  (7),	  1-­‐14.	  	  	  	  Kundera,	  M.	  (1984b)	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being,	  London:	  Faber	  and	  Faber.	  	  	  Kundera,	  M.	  	  (1985)	  “An	  Introduction	  to	  a	  Variation”,	  New	  York	  Times.	  Available	  at:	  <www.nytimes.com/books/98/05/17/specials/kundera-­‐variation.html>	  [ac-­‐cessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  	  Miłosz,	  C.	  (1953)	  The	  Captive	  Mind,	  London:	  Secker	  &	  Warburg.	  	  	  Roth,	  P.	  (1980)	  “An	  Interview	  with	  Milan	  Kundera”,	  New	  York	  Times.	  Available	  at:	  <www.kundera.de/english/Info-­‐Point/Interview_Roth/interview_roth.html>	  [ac-­‐cessed	  September	  24	  2013].	  	  	  
	  
Secondary	  Sources:	  	  	  Abrams,	  B.	  (2011)	  “From	  Revisionism	  to	  Dissent:	  The	  Creation	  of	  Post-­‐Marxism	  in	  Central	  Europe	  after	  1968”,	  in	  Tismaneanu,	  V.	  (ed.),	  Promises	  of	  1968:	  crisis,	  illu-­‐
sion,	  and	  utopia,	  Budapest:	  Central	  European	  University	  Press.	  	  	  Autio-­‐Sarasmo,	  S.	  and	  Miklóssy,	  K.	  (eds.)	  (2011)	  Reassessing	  Cold	  War	  Europe,	  Mil-­‐ton	  Park,	  Abingdon,	  Oxon;	  New	  York:	  Routledge.	  	  	  Baer,	  B.	  J.	  (ed.)	  (2011)	  Contexts,	  subtexts	  and	  pretexts:	  literary	  translation	  in	  Eastern	  
Europe	  and	  Russia,	  Amsterdam:	  John	  Benjamin.	  	  	  Bakić-­‐Hayden,	  M.	  &	  Hayden,	  R.	  M.	  (1992)	  “Orientalist	  Variations	  on	  the	  Theme	  “Balkans”:	  Symbolic	  Geography	  in	  Recent	  Yugoslav	  Cultural	  Politics”,	  Slavic	  Review,	  vol.	  51	  (1),	  1-­‐15.	  	  	  
	   85	  
Bakić-­‐Hayden,	  M.	  (1995)	  “Nesting	  Orientalisms:	  the	  case	  of	  former	  Yugoslavia”,	  
Slavic	  Review,	  vol.	  54	  (4),	  917-­‐931.	  	  	  Banerjee,	  M.	  N.	  (1990)	  Terminal	  paradox:	  the	  novels	  of	  Milan	  Kundera,	  Grove	  Wei-­‐denfeld,	  1990.	  	  	  	  Bazant,	  J.	  (2010)	  The	  Czech	  reader:	  history,	  culture,	  politics,	  Durham:	  Duke	  Univer-­‐sity	  Press.	  	  	  Beckwith,	  S.	  (2009)	  “Vor[text]ual	  Time:	  The	  Agency	  of	  Being-­‐In-­‐Time	  and	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  The	  Unbearable	  Lightness	  of	  Being”,	  in	  Gutthy,	  A.	  (ed.),	  Literature	  in	  exile	  
of	  East	  and	  Central	  Europe,	  New	  York:	  Peter	  Lang.	  	  	  Boyers,	  R.	  (1985)	  Atrocity	  and	  amnesia:	  the	  political	  novel	  since	  1945,	  Oxford	  Uni-­‐versity	  Press.	  	  	  Bugge,	  P.	  (1999)	  “The	  Use	  of	  the	  Middle:	  Mitteleuropa	  vs.	  Střední	  Evropa”,	  European	  
Review	  of	  History,	  vol.	  6	  (1),	  15-­‐35.	  	  	  Carlisle,	  O.	  (1985)	  “A	  Talk	  with	  Milan	  Kundera”,	  The	  New	  York	  Times.	  Available	  at:	  <www.nytimes.com/books/98/05/17/specials/kundera-­‐talk.html>	  [accessed	  Oc-­‐tober	  4	  2013].	  	  	  	  Cashman,	  L.	  (2008)	  “Remembering	  1948	  and	  1968:	  Reflections	  on	  Two	  Pivotal	  Years	  in	  Czech	  and	  Slovak	  History”,	  Europe-­‐Asia	  Studies,	  vol.	  60	  (10),	  1645-­‐1658.	  	  	  Cazan,	  M.	  (2012)	  “Post-­‐Communism:	  the	  Emergence	  of	  the	  Post-­‐National	  Intellec-­‐tual”,	  Word	  and	  Text,	  A	  Journal	  of	  Literary	  Studies	  and	  Linguistics,	  vol.	  1,	  126-­‐136.	  	  	  Chitnis,	  R.	  A.	  (2005)	  Literature	  in	  post-­‐communist	  Russia	  and	  Eastern	  Europe:	  the	  
Russian,	  Czech	  and	  Slovak	  fiction	  of	  the	  Changes,	  1988-­‐1998,	  London:	  Routledge.	  	  	  	  
	   86	  
Confino,	  M.	  (1994)	  “Re-­‐Inventing	  the	  Enlightenment:	  Western	  Images	  of	  Eastern	  Realities	  in	  the	  Eighteenth	  Century”,	  Canadian	  Slavonic	  Papers/Revue	  Canadienne	  
des	  Slavistes,	  vol.	  36	  (¾),	  505-­‐522.	  	  	  Čulik,	  J.	  (2000)	  “Milan	  Kundera”.	  Available	  at:	  <http://www2.arts.gla.ac.uk/Slavonic/Kundera.htm>	  [accessed:	  November	  26	  2013].	  	  	  Diez,	  T.	  (2004)	  “Europe’s	  Others	  and	  the	  Return	  of	  Geopolitics”,	  Cambridge	  Review	  
of	  International	  Affairs,	  vol.	  17	  (2),	  319-­‐335.	  	  	  Falk,	  B.	  J.	  (2011)	  “Resistance	  and	  Dissent	  in	  Central	  and	  Eastern	  Europe:	  An	  Emerging	  Historiography”,	  East	  European	  Politics	  and	  Societies,	  vol.	  25	  (2),	  318-­‐360.	  	  	  Feintuch,	  B.	  (1987),	  “The	  Joke,	  Folk	  Culture,	  and	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  “The	  Joke””,	  
Western	  Folklore	  vol.	  46	  (1),	  21-­‐35.	  	  	  	  Forrester,	  S.	  E.	  S.	  (et	  al)	  (2004)	  Over	  the	  Wall/After	  the	  Fall:	  Post-­‐Communist	  Cul-­‐
tures	  Through	  an	  East-­‐West	  Gaze,	  Indiana	  University	  Press.	  	  	  Fowkes,	  B.	  (1999)	  The	  Post-­‐Communist	  Era:	  Change	  and	  Continuity	  in	  Eastern	  Eu-­‐
rope,	  MacMillan,	  St.	  Martin’s	  Press.	  	  	  Franzinetti,	  G.	  (2008a)	  “Mitteleuropa	  in	  East-­‐Central	  Europe:	  From	  Helsinki	  to	  EU	  Accession	  (1975-­‐2004),	  European	  Journal	  of	  Social	  Theory,	  vol.	  11	  (2),	  219-­‐235.	  	  	  Franzinetti,	  G.	  (2008b)	  “The	  idea	  and	  the	  reality	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	  in	  the	  eight-­‐eenth-­‐century”,	  History	  of	  European	  Ideas	  vol.	  34,	  361-­‐368.	  	  	  Garton	  Ash,	  T.	  (1990)	  The	  uses	  of	  adversity:	  essays	  on	  the	  fate	  of	  Central	  Europe,	  New	  York,	  N.Y.:	  Vintage	  Books.	  	  	  
	   87	  
Garton	  Ash,	  T.	  (1999a)	  History	  of	  the	  present:	  essays,	  sketches,	  and	  dispatches	  from	  
Europe,	  New	  York:	  Random	  House.	  	  	  Garton	  Ash,	  T.	  (1999b)	  “The	  Puzzle	  of	  Central	  Europe”,	  The	  New	  York	  Review	  of	  
Books.	  Available	  at:	  <http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/1999/mar/18/the-­‐puzzle-­‐of-­‐central-­‐europe>	  [accessed	  September	  20	  2013].	  	  	  Gutthy,	  A.	  (ed.)	  (2009)	  Literature	  in	  exile	  of	  East	  and	  Central	  Europe,	  New	  York:	  Peter	  Lang.	  	  	  Hall,	  S.	  (1992)	  “The	  West	  and	  the	  Rest:	  Discourse	  and	  Power”,	  in	  Hall,	  S.	  &	  Gieben,	  B.	  (eds.),	  Formations	  of	  modernity,	  Cambridge:	  Polity	  Press.	  	  	  Hansen,	  L.	  (2006)	  Security	  as	  practice:	  discourse	  analysis	  and	  the	  Bosnian	  war,	  Lon-­‐don:	  Routledge.	  	  	  Herrschel,	  T.	  (2011)	  Borders	  in	  post-­‐socialist	  Europe:	  territory,	  scale,	  society,	  Farn-­‐ham,	  Surrey:	  Ashgate.	  	  	  Holý,	  J.	  (2008)	  Writers	  under	  siege:	  Czech	  literature	  since	  1945,	  Brighton:	  Sussex	  Academic	  Press.	  	  	  Huntington,	  S.	  P.	  (1993/2003)	  The	  Clash	  of	  Civilizations	  and	  the	  Remaking	  of	  World	  
Order,	  New	  York:	  Simon	  &	  Schuster	  Paperbacks.	  	  	  Judt,	  T.	  (1990)	  “The	  Rediscovery	  of	  Central	  Europe”,	  Daedalus,	  vol.	  19	  (1),	  23-­‐54.	  	  	  Katzenstein,	  P.	  (1997)	  “Germany	  and	  Mitteleuropa:	  An	  Introduction”,	  in	  Katzen-­‐stein,	  P.	  (ed.),	  Mitteleuropa:	  between	  Europe	  and	  Germany,	  Providence:	  Berghahn	  Books.	  	  	  Keane,	  J.	  (2000)	  Václav	  Havel:	  a	  political	  tragedy	  in	  six	  acts,	  London:	  Bloomsbury.	  	  	  
	   88	  
	  Kennedy,	  M.	  D.	  (1994)	  Envisioning	  Eastern	  Europe:	  postcommunist	  cultural	  studies,	  Ann	  Arbor:	  University	  of	  Michigan	  Press.	  	  	  King,	  C.	  (2000)	  “Post-­‐Postcommunism:	  Transition,	  Comparison,	  and	  the	  End	  of	  Eastern	  Europe”,	  World	  Politics,	  vol.	  53	  (1),	  143-­‐172.	  	  	  Kovačević,	  N.	  (2008)	  Narrating	  post/communism:	  colonial	  discourse	  and	  Europe’s	  
borderline	  civilization,	  Abingdon,	  Oxon;	  New	  York:	  Routledge.	  	  	  	  Kovačević,	  N.	  (2010)	  “Anticommunist	  Orientalism:	  Shifting	  Boundaries	  of	  Europe	  in	  Dissident	  Writing”,	  in	  Bradatan,	  C.	  &	  Oushakine,	  S.	  A.	  (ed.),	  In	  Marx’s	  shadow:	  
knowledge,	  power,	  and	  intellectuals	  in	  Eastern	  Europe	  and	  Russia,	  Lanham:	  Lexing-­‐ton	  Books.	  	  Krasztev,	  P.	  (2010)	  “Vámbéry,	  Stoker	  and	  Dracula”,	  in	  Cornis-­‐Pope,	  M.	  &	  Neubauer,	  J.	  (eds.),	  History	  of	  the	  literary	  cultures	  of	  East-­‐Central	  Europe:	  junctures	  and	  dis-­‐
junctures,	  Amsterdam;	  Philadelphia:	  Benjamins.	  	  Krauthamer,	  K.	  (2009)	  “Central	  Europe:	  Not	  Out	  of	  It	  Yet”,	  Transitions	  Online,	  vol.	  3	  (10),	  1-­‐2.	  	  	  Lange,	  J.	  (1966)	  “The	  Argument	  from	  Silence”,	  vol.	  5	  (3),	  288-­‐301.	  	  	  Leoncini,	  F.	  (1999)	  “T.G.	  Masaryk´s	  Nóva	  Evropa:	  A	  Reinterpretation”,	  in	  Kirsch-­‐baum,	  S.	  J.	  (ed.),	  Historical	  reflections	  on	  Central	  Europe,	  Houndmills,	  Basingstoke,	  Hampshire:	  Macmillam	  Press	  LTD.	  	  Longworth,	  P.	  (1997)	  The	  making	  of	  Eastern	  Europe:	  from	  prehistory	  to	  postcom-­‐
munism,	  Basingstoke:	  Macmillan.	  	  	  Lutsky,	  K.	  (2009)	  “Kundera’s	  Reception	  in	  the	  West	  (1970-­‐1990)”	  in	  Gutthy,	  A.	  (ed.),	  Literature	  in	  exile	  of	  East	  and	  Central	  Europe,	  New	  York:	  Peter	  Lang.	  	  
	   89	  
	  Maier,	  C.	  S.	  (1993)	  “Austria	  Between	  Memory	  and	  Obsolescence”,	  Society,	  May/June,	  65-­‐70.	  	  	  	  Marin,	  N.	  (2007)	  After	  the	  fall:	  rhetoric	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  dissent	  in	  post-­‐
communist	  times,	  New	  York:	  P.	  Lang.	  	  	  Massey,	  D.	  (2005)	  For	  Space,	  London:	  Sage.	  	  	  	  McDermott,	  K.	  &	  Stibbe,	  M.	  (eds.)	  (2006)	  Revolution	  and	  Resistance	  in	  Eastern	  Eu-­‐
rope,	  Oxford:	  Berg.	  	  	  	  Mishkova,	  D.	  (2008)	  “Symbolic	  Geographies	  and	  Visions	  of	  Identity”,	  European	  
Journal	  of	  Social	  Theory,	  vol.	  11	  (2),	  237-­‐256.	  	  	  	  Murdoch,	  J.	  (2006)	  Post-­‐structuralist	  Geography:	  a	  Guide	  to	  Relational	  Space,	  Lon-­‐don:	  SAGE	  Publications.	  	  	  	  Musil,	  J.	  (2007)	  “Central	  Europe	  and	  the	  Modern	  Age”,	  The	  New	  Presence,	  no.	  2	  (Au-­‐tumn),	  50-­‐51.	  	  	  Neudorfl,	  M.L.	  (1999)	  “Václav	  Havel	  and	  the	  Ideal	  of	  Democracy”,	  in	  Kirschbaum,	  S.	  J.	  (ed.),	  Historical	  reflections	  on	  Central	  Europe,	  Houndmills,	  Basingstoke,	  Hamp-­‐shire:	  Macmillam	  Press	  LTD.	  	  Neumann,	  I.B.	  (1996)	  “Russia	  as	  Europe’s	  Other”,	  European	  University	  Institute.	  Available	  at:	  <www.eui.eu/RSCAS/WP-­‐Texts/96_34.pdf>	  [accessed	  October	  9	  2013].	  	  	  Neumann,	  I.B.	  (1999)	  Uses	  of	  the	  other:	  “The	  East”	  in	  European	  Identity	  Formation,	  Minneapolis:	  University	  of	  Minnesota	  Press;	  Manchester:	  Manchester	  University	  Press.	  	  	  
	   90	  
New	  York	  Times	  (1982)	  “Red	  Rulers	  and	  Black	  Humour:	  The	  Joke”.	  Available	  at:	  <http://www.nytimes.com/books/98/05/17/specials/kundera-­‐joke.html>	  [ac-­‐cessed	  September	  24,	  2013].	  	  	  Píchová,	  H.	  (2002)	  The	  Art	  of	  Memory	  in	  Exile:	  Vladimir	  Nabokov	  &	  Milan	  Kundera,	  SIU	  Press.	  	  	  	  Popescu,	  D.	  (2011)	  Political	  Action	  in	  Václav	  Havel’s	  Thought:	  The	  Responsibility	  of	  
Resistance,	  Lexington	  Books.	  	  	  Rupnik,	  J.	  (1990)	  “Central	  Europe	  or	  Mitteleuropa?”,	  Daedalus,	  vol.	  119	  (1),	  249-­‐278.	  	  	  Rupnik,	  J.	  (2010)	  “Coming	  to	  Terms	  with	  the	  Communist	  Past:	  The	  Czech	  Case	  from	  a	  Comparative	  Perspective”.	  Available	  at:	  <http://monumenttotransformation.org/atlas-­‐of-­‐transformation/html/c/coming-­‐to-­‐terms-­‐with-­‐the-­‐past/coming-­‐to-­‐terms-­‐with-­‐the-­‐communist-­‐past-­‐the-­‐czech-­‐case-­‐from-­‐a-­‐comparative-­‐perspective-­‐jacques-­‐rupnik.html>	  [accessed	  August	  23	  2013].	  	  	  Sabatos,	  C.	  (2008)	  “Criticism	  and	  Destiny:	  Kundera	  and	  Havel	  on	  the	  Legacy	  of	  1968”,	  Europe-­‐Asia	  Studies,	  vol.	  60	  (10),	  1827-­‐1845.	  	  Sabatos,	  C.	  (2011)	  “Shifting	  Contexts:	  the	  Boundaries	  of	  Milan	  Kundera’s	  Central	  Europe”,	  in	  Baer,	  B.	  J.	  (ed.),	  Contexts,	  subtexts	  and	  pretexts:	  literary	  translation	  in	  
Eastern	  Europe	  and	  Russia,	  Amsterdam:	  John	  Benjamin.	  	  	  Said,	  E.W.	  (1979),	  Orientalism:	  Western	  Conceptions	  of	  the	  Orient,	  New	  York:	  Vin-­‐tage	  Books.	  	  Said,	  E.W.	  (1994)	  Representations	  of	  the	  Intellectual,	  New	  York:	  Pantheon	  Books.	  	  	  
	   91	  
Smith,	  A.	  D.	  (1992)	  “National	  Identity	  and	  the	  Idea	  of	  European	  Unity”,	  Interna-­‐
tional	  Affairs,	  vol.	  68	  (1),	  55-­‐76.	  	  	  Soja	  E.W.	  (1996)	  Thirdspace:	  journeys	  to	  Los	  Angeles	  and	  other	  real-­‐and-­‐imagined	  
places,	  Cambridge:	  Blackwell.	  	  Steiner,	  P.	  (2000)	  The	  deserts	  of	  Bohemia:	  Czech	  fiction	  and	  its	  social	  context,	  Ithaca,	  N.Y.:	  Cornell	  University	  Press.	  	  	  Struck,	  B.	  (2005)	  “Historical	  regions	  between	  construction	  and	  perception:	  view-­‐ing	  France	  and	  Poland	  in	  the	  late	  18th	  and	  early	  19th	  centuries”,	  East	  Central	  Eu-­‐
rope,	  vol.	  32	  (i-­‐ii).	  	  	  Szulecki,	  K.	  (2009)	  “Smashing	  concrete	  with	  words.	  The	  Central	  European	  ‘dissi-­‐dents’,	  their	  representations	  and	  discourses”,	  Research	  Centre	  for	  East	  European	  
Studies	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Bremen,	  2-­‐12.	  	  	  	  Todorova,	  M.	  (1994)	  “The	  Balkans:	  From	  Discovery	  to	  Invention”,	  Slavic	  Review,	  vol.	  53	  (2),	  453-­‐482.	  	  	  Todorova,	  M.	  (1997)	  Imagining	  the	  Balkans,	  New	  York;	  Oxford:	  Oxford	  University	  Press.	  	  	  Todorova,	  M.	  (2010)	  “Balkanism	  and	  Postcolonialism,	  or	  On	  the	  Beauty	  of	  the	  Air-­‐plane	  View”,	  in	  Bradatan,	  C.	  &	  Oushakine,	  S.	  A.	  (ed.),	  In	  Marx’s	  shadow:	  knowledge,	  
power,	  and	  intellectuals	  in	  Eastern	  Europe	  and	  Russia,	  Lanham:	  Lexington	  Books.	  	  Tucker,	  A.	  (2000)	  The	  philosophy	  and	  politics	  of	  Czech	  dissidence	  from	  Patočka	  to	  
Havel,	  Pittsburgh:	  University	  of	  Pittsburgh	  Press.	  	  	  Wachtel,	  A.B.	  (2006)	  Remaining	  Relevant	  after	  Communism:	  The	  Role	  of	  the	  Writer	  
in	  Eastern	  Europe,	  University	  of	  Chicago	  Press.	  	  	  
	   92	  
West,	  T.	  (2009)	  “Destiny	  as	  Alibi:	  Milan	  Kundera,	  Václav	  Havel	  and	  the	  ‘Czech	  Question’	  after	  1968”,	  The	  Slavonic	  and	  East	  European	  Review,	  vol.	  87	  (3),	  401-­‐428.	  	  	  	  Wolff,	  L.	  (1994)	  Inventing	  Eastern	  Europe:	  the	  Map	  of	  Civilization	  on	  the	  Mind	  of	  the	  
Enlightenment,	  Stanford	  University	  Press.	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
